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PREFACE   TO   SECOND   EDITION. 

In  the  revision  of  these  volumes,  which  is  now  concluded,  I 
have  aimed  at  two  things,  —  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  topics 
treated,  and  a  multiplication  of  cases  under  the  topics  retained. 
The  danger  in  a  book  of  cases  is  that  the  matter  may  be  spread 
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leading  subjects  under  a  variety  of  aspects. 

I  am  indebted  to  my  learned  friend,  Charles  F.  Dutch,  Esquire, 
of  the  Boston  Bar,  for  collecting  the  recent  authorities  for  the 
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BOOK  IX. 
ILLEGAL  CONDITIONS   AND   RESTRAINTS. 


CHAPTER    I. 
ILLEGAL   AND   IMPOSSIBLE   CONDITIONS. 

Co.  Lit.  206  a.  If  a  condition  annexed  to  lands  be  possible  at 
the  making  of  the  condition,  and  become  impossible  by  the  act  of  God, 
yet  the  state  of  the  feoffee,  &c.  shall  not  be  avoided.  As  if  a  man 
maketh  a  feoffment  in  fee  upon  condition,  that  the  feoffor  shall  within 
one  year  go  to  the  city  of  Paris  about  the  affairs  of  the  feoffee,  and 
presently  after  the  feoffor  dieth,  so  as  it  is  impossible  by  the  act  of 
God  that  the  condition  should  be  performed,  yet  the  estate  of  the 
feoffee  is  become  absolute;  for  though  the  condition  be  subsequent  to 
the  state,  yet  there  is  a  precedency  before  the  re-entry,  viz.  the  per- 
formance of  the  condition.  And  if  the  land  should  by  construction  of 
law  be  taken  from  the  feoffee,  this  should  work  a  damage  to  the  feoffee, 
for  that  the  condition  is  not  performed  which  was  made  for  his  benefit. 
And  it  appeareth  by  Littleton,  that  it  must,  not  be  to  the  damage  of  the 
feoffee;  and  so  it  is  if  the  feoffor  shall  appear  in  such  :i  court  the  next 
term,  and  before  the  day  the  feoffor  dieth,  the  estate  of  the  feoffee  is 
absolute.  Put.  if  a  man  be  bound  by  recognizance  or  bond  with  condi- 
tion that  he  shall  appear  the  next  term  in  such  :i  court,  and  before  the 
day  the  con  usee  or  obligor  dieth,  the  recognizance  <>r  obligation  is  saved  ; 
and  the  reason  of  the  diversity  i-.  because  the  state  of  the  land  is  exe- 
cuted and  settled  in  the  feoffee,  and  cannot  lie  redeemed  back  again 
but  by  matter  subsequent,  viz.  the  performance  of  the  condition.  Bui 
the  bond  or  recognizance  is  a  thing  in  action,  and  executory,  whereof 
no  advantage  can  be  taken  until  there  be  a  default  in  the  obligor;  ami 

therefore  in  all  cases  where  a  condition  of  a  bond,  recognizance,  &c.  is 
possible  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  condition, and  before  the  same 
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can  be  performed,  the  conditioD  becomes  impossible  by  the  act  of  God, 
ov  of  the  law,  or  of  tin-  obligee,  &c.  there  the  obligation,  &c.  is  saved. 
But  if  the  condition  of  a  bond,  &c.  be  impossible  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  condition,  the  obligation,  &c  is  single.  And  so  it  is  in 
case  of  a  feoffment  in  fee  with  a  condition  subsequent  that  is  impossible, 
'the  stale  v(  the  feoffee  is  absolute;  but  if  the  condition  precedent  be 
impossible,  no  state  or  interest  shall  grow  thereupon.  And  to  illustrate 
these  by  examples  you  shall  understand.  If  a  man  be  bound  in  an 
obligation,  &C.  with  condition  that  if  the  obligor  do  go  from  the  church 
of  St.  Peter  in  Westminster  to  the  church  of  St.  Peter  in  Rome  within 
three  hours,  that  then  the  obligation  shall  be  void.  The  condition  is 
void  and  impossible,  and   the  obligation  standeth  good. 

And  so  it  is  if  a  feoffment  be  made  upon  condition  that  the  feoffee 
shall  go  as  is  aforesaid,  the  state  of  the  feoffee  is  absolute,  and  the 
condition  impossible  and  void. 

If  a  man  make  a  lease  for  life  upon  condition  that  if  the  lessee  go  to 
Rome,  as  is  aforesaid,  that  then  he  shall  have  a  fee,  the  condition  pre- 
cedent is  impossible  and  void,  and  therefore  no  fee  simple  can  grow  to 
the  lessee. 

If  a  man  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  upon  condition  that  the  feoffee 
shall  re-enfeoff  him  before  such  a  day,  and  before  the  day  the  feoffor 
disseise  the  feoffee,  and  hold  him  out  by  force  until  the  day  be  past,  the 
state  of  the  feoffee  is  absolute,  for  "  the  feoffor  is  the  cause  wherefore 
the  condition  cannot  be  performed,  and  therefore  shall  never  take  ad- 
I  vantage  for  non-performance  thereof."  And  so  it  is  if  A.  be  bound 
to  B.  that  I.  S.  shall  marry  Jane  G.  before  such  a  day,  and  before  the 
day  B.  marry  with  Jane,  he  shall  never  take  advantage  of  the  bond, 
for  that  he  himself  is  the  mean  that  the  condition  could  not  be  per- 
formed.    And  this  is  regularly  true  in  all  cases. 

But  it  is  commonly  holden  that  if  the  condition  of  a  bond,  &c.  be 
against  law,  that  the  bond  itself  is  void. 

But  herein  the  law  distinguisheth  between  a  condition  against  law  for 
the  doing  of  any  act  that  is  malum  in  se,  and  a  condition  against  law 
(that  concerneth  not  anything  that  is  malum  in  se)  but  therefore  is 
against  law,  because  it  is  either  repugnant  to  the  state,  or  against  some 
maxim  or  rule  in  law.  And  therefore  the  common  opinion  is  to  be  un- 
derstood of  conditions  against  law  for  the  doing  of  some  act  that  is 
malum  in  se,  and  yet  therein  also  the  law  distinguisheth.  As  if  a  man 
be  bound  upon  condition  that  he  shall  kill  I.  S.  the  bond  is  void. 

But  if  a  man  make  a  feoffment  upon  condition  that  the  feoffee  shall 
kill  I.  S.  the  estate  is  absolute,  and  the  condition  void. 

If  a  man  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  upon  condition  that  he  shall  not 
alien,  this  condition  is  repugnant  and  against  law,  and  the  state  of  the 
feoffee  is  absolute  (whereof  more  shall  be  said  in  his  proper  place). 
But  if  the  feoffee  be  bound  in  a  bond,  that  the  feoffee  or  his  heirs  shall 
not  alien,  this  is  good,  for  he  may  notwithstanding  alien  if  he  will  for- 
feit his  bond  that  he  himself  hath  made. 
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So  it  is  if  a  man  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  upon  condition  that  the 
feoffee  shall  not  take  the  profits  of  the  land,  this  condition  is  repugnant 
and  against  law,  and  the  state  is  absolute. 

But°a  bond  with  a  condition  that  the  feoffee  shall  not  take  the  profits 
is  ^ood.  If  a  man  be  bound  with  a  condition  to  enfeoff  his  wife,  the 
condition  is  void  and  against  law,  because  it  is  against  the  maxim  in 
law,  and  yet  the  bond  is  good ;  but  if  he  be  bound  to  pay  his  wife 
money,  that  is  good.  Et  sic  de  similibus,  whereof  there  be  plentiful 
authorities  in  our  books. 


THOMAS  v.  HOWELL. 
King's  Bench.     1692. 

[Reported  1  Salk.  170.] 

One  devised  to  his  eldest  daughter,  upon  condition  she  should  marry 
his  nephew  on  or  before  she  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one.  The 
nephew  died  young,  and  the  daughter  never  refused,  and  indeed  never 
was  required  to  marry  him.  After  the  death  of  the  nephew,  the 
daughter,  being  about  seventeen,  married  J.  S.  And  it  was  adjudged 
in  C.  B.  that  the  condition  was  not  broken,  being  become  impossible 
by  the  act  of  God  ;  and  the  judgment  was  afterwards  affirmed  in  error 
in  B.  R.1 


LOWTHER  v.  CAVENDISH. 

Chancery.     1758. 
[Reported  1  Ed.  99.] 

The  Lord  Keeper.2  [Sir  Robert  Henley.]  Upon  this  bill  three 
questions  have  been  made,  which  are  questions  of  construction  upon 
the  will  of  old  Sir  James  Lowther.  .  .  .  The  second  question,  which 
relates  to  the  £30,000  South  Sea  Annuities,  depends  upon  another  part 
of  the  will.  'k  And  whereas  I  did  not  think  it  proper  for  me  to  divide 
my  estate  in  Cumberland,  but  rather  to  dispose  of  it  in  the  manner  I 
have  done,  as  it  is  an  estate  that  requires  great  application  and  care  in 
those  that  are  to  have  the  management  of  it,  I  think  it  right  for  the 
said  Sir  William  Lowther  to  have  all  the  estate  that  the  said  James 
Lowther  lias  in  Cumberland,  and  that  the  said  James  Lowther  should 
have  all  the  estate  of  the  said  Sir  William  Lowther  in  Yorkshire.  It  is 
my  will,  and  I  do  hereby  give  and  devise  £30,000  South  Sea  Annuities 
to  the  said  James  Lowther,  Sir  William  Lowther,  and  Robert  Harper, 
in  trust  for  the  said  Janus  Lowther,  until  such  time  as  the  said  Sir 
William  Lowther  shall,  by  absolute  and  effectual  conveyances,  make 
i  Cf.  Union  Pae.  By.  Co.  r.  Cook,  98  Fed.  It.  281  (C.  C  A.  1899);  Cincinnati  v. 

Babb,  4  Oh.  Dec.  401  (1898). 

2  Only  the  opinion,  and  of  the  opinion  only  that  part  which  relates  to  the  question 

of  conditions,  is  here  given. 
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over  to  and  vest  in  the  said  James  Lowther  and  his  heirs  all  his  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  at  or  within  twenty  miles  of  Marsk,  he 
the  said  James  Lowther  conveying  to  the  said  sir  William  Lowther  all 
bis  right  and  title  to  the  rent  charge  hereinbefore  given  him  of  £1,000 

per  annum  for  his  life  out  of  my  estate  at  St.  Bees.  And  it  is  my  will, 
that  in  case,  by  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  either  of  the  said  Sir  William 
Lowther  or  -lames  Lowther,  what  1  have  here  recommended  and  di- 
rected is  not  made  good  and  completed,  within  six  months  after  the 
said  dames  Lowther  comes  to  the  age  of  twenty-one,  such  one  of  them 
two.  bv  whose  neglect  or  refusal  it  shall  appear  not  to  have  been  com- 
pleted, shall  not,  after  that  time,  have  any  share  of  the  said  £30,000 
South  Sea  Annuities  ;  but  the  whole  of  the  said  £30,000  South  Sea 
Annuities  shall  lie  the  sole  property  of  such  one  of  them  two  who  was 
willing  and  ready  to  have  completed  and  made  effectual  what  I  have 
recommended.  And,  further,  it  is  my  will,  that,  in  case  what  I  have 
recommended  is  made  good  and  completed  by  the  said  Sir  William 
Lowther  and  James  Lowther,  the  said  £30,000  South  Sea  Annuities  shall 
be  equalby  between  them  ;  and  that  each  shall  have  £15,000  of  it." 
[Sir  William  Lowther  died  after  the  testator,  before  the  exchange  could 
be  made,  as  the  plaintiff —  the  James  Lowther  mentioned  in  the  will,  and 
who  on  the  testator's  death  became  Sir  James  Lowther  —  was  still  an 
infant.] 

In  the  first  place  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  is  the  devise  of  a 
chattel,  bearing  fruit  to  Sir  James  Lowther,  and  two  trustees,  upon 
trust  for  Sir  James,  to  have  the  fruit  quousfjue.  —  That  is,  in  construc- 
tion of  law,  a  devise  to  him  of  the  chattel  quousque.  —  When  is  the 
devise  to  him  to  cease  in  point  of  limitation?  When  Sir  William 
Lowther  shall  convey  to  Sir  James  his  Yorkshire  estate.  —  Till  that 
event  happens,  Sir  James  has  as  great  an  interest  in  this  money  as 
if  no  limitation  had  been  added  to  the  devise  ;  just  as  a  man  that  has  a 
qualified  or  conditional  fee,  has  as  great,  and  as  ample  an  estate,  as  he 
that  has  a  fee-simple,  though  his  estate  is  not  so  perdurable,  so  pure, 
or  so  absolute.  The  same  event  must  determine  the  total  interest  in 
these  annuities  as  to  Sir  James,  and  precede  the  vesting  of  any  part  of 
them  in  Sir  William.  The  event  is  a  condition  subsequent  to  limit  one 
interest  and  a  condition  precedent  to  the  accruing  of  the  other.  Is 
there  anything  subsequent  in  the  will  that  controls  this  express  intent? 
There  seems  to  be  no  event  on  which  the  £30,000  is  to  be  divided,  but 
this  :  Sir  William  was  to  purchase  the  moiety  of  the  £30,000,  and  the 
rent  charge  of  £1,000  per  annum,  by  exchanging  the  estate;  but  if  he 
was  willing  to  exchange,  and  Sir  James  refused  or  neglected  to  com- 
plete the  exchange,  on  that  event  the  whole  was  to  go  to  Sir  William. 
Sir  James  has  not  neglected  or  refused,  and  consequently  can  have 
forfeited  nothing.  The  exchange  becomes  impossible  by  the  act  of 
God,  and  bv  that  the  qualified  legacy  becomes  absolute.  Suppose  I 
give  the  dividends  of  my  £10,000  bank  stock  to  I.  S.  till  I.  N.  returns 
to  England,  or  till  I.  N.  marries ;  and  I.  X.  dies.     Is  not  the  legacy  ab- 
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solute?  There  seems  to  me  throughout  the  will,  not  to  be  the  most  dis- 
tant hint  of  an  intent  in  the  testator  to  have  given  any  part  of  his  South 
Sea  Annuities  to  Sir  William  Lowther,  but  upon  his  doing  somewhat  to 
merit  it.  It  is  not  expressed  as  a  legatum  benevolently,  but  as  a  lega- 
tum  coercendi  causa,  which  has  ever  been  a  very  common  method  of 
purchasing  a  boon,  that  the  testator  makes  an  object  after  his  death. 

Legacies  of  this  kind  are  given  on  condition,  adempted  on  condition, 
and  transferred  on  condition,  in  order  to  obtain  the  end  of  the  testator. 
They  were  indeed  reprobated  as  ltgacies  nomine  ])teno3  by  the  old  Ro- 
man law,  but  permitted  when  that  law  was  corrected  into  purity,  and 
have  been  allowed  ever  since.  "  Poena?  quoque  nomine  inutiliter  autea 
legabatur,  et  adimebatur,  vel  transferebatur.  Pcenae  autem  nomine 
legari  videtur,  quod  coercendi  hseredis  causa  relinquitur,  quo  magis 
aliquid  faciat,  aut  non  faciat,  &c.  —  Sed  hujusmodi  scrupulositas  nobis 
11011  placuit,  &  generaliter  ea  quae  relinquuntur,  licet  pcenae  nomine 
fuerint  rehcta,  vel  adempta,  vel  in  alium  translata,  nihil  distare  a  cseteris 
legatis  constituimus,  vel  in  dando,  vel  in  adimendo,  vel  in  transferendo : 
exceptis  videlicet  iis  qiue  impossibilia,  vel  legibus  interdicta,  aut  alias 
probrosa.  Hujusmodi  enim  testamentorum  dispositiones  valere,  secta 
meorum  temporum  non  patitur  "  (Just.  Inst.  lib.  2,  tit.  20,  siibjinem). 

The  sense  of  this  is,  that  b}'  the  old  Roman  law,  if  any  legacy  was 
given  from  an  heir  to  a  legatee  upon  condition,  or  in  order  to  compel 
the  heir  to  do,  or  to  restrain  him  from  doing,  any  particular  thing,  such 
legacy  was  deemed  to  be  given  nomine  jycenos  and  void.  This  was  very 
irrational,  for  cvjus  est  dare,  ejus  est  dispotiere.  Justinian  therefore 
corrects  the  law,  and  says  such  legacies  shall  stand  on  the  ground  of 
other  legacies,  unless  the  condition  be  impossible,  prohibited  at  law,  or 
infamous.  However,  the  best  comment  on  this  passage  and  species  of 
legacies,  is  Mr.  Swinburn  (4  pt.  sec.  6,  fo.  22!) ).  When  the  condition  is 
extreme,  that  is  to  say,  either  necessary  or  impossible,  such  condition 
hinderetu  not  the  legatary,  hut  that  he  may  recover  the  legacy  ;  hut 
(fo.  223)  that  impossibility  is  with  this  limitation.  When  the  condition 
is  not  impossible  at  first,  bul  becomes  impossible  afterwards,  for  then  it 
is  not  void,  but  makes  the  disposition  void.     E.  </.,  the  testator  gives 

A.  B.  £100  if  lie  marry  his  daughter;  afterwards,  and  before  Hie  mar- 
riage, the-  woman  dies,  whereby  the  condition  is  made  impossible.  In 
this  case  the  condition,  though  now  impossible,  is  not  void,  but  makes 
the  disposition  void. 

These  rules  annexed  to  conditional  legacies  stM'in  established  on  great 
authority  and  founded  on  good    sense.      For   if  I    annex   a  condition    to 

a  legacy,  impossible  at  the  time  of  imposing  it,  the  legacy  can  never 
take  effect,  consequently  it  i>  repugnant,  as  if  I  give  A.  £100  si  mare 
ebiberit,  H  ccelum  digito  attigt  rit :  but  if  I  give  a  legacy  upon  a  pos- 
sible event,  that   is   not    repugnant   to   the    nature   of  the   gift,  but    only 

goes  in  restriction  ol  the  testator's  benevolence ;  and  no  person  has  a 

right  to  impose  a  measure  upon  the  testator's  generosity,  or  to  say  that 
the  condition  imposed  is  whimsical  or  capricious. 


»> 
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The  next  consideration  is,  how  arc  these  rules  applicable  to  the 
presenl  case.  Nothing  can  be  clearer  to  me,  than  that  this  is  a 
legacy  coercendi  causa.  It  is  a  mean  to  attain  an  end.  Sir  James 
recites  that  he  did  not  think  it  proper  to  divide  his  Cumberland  estate, 
and  intended  to  procure  a  further  acquisition  to  the  proprietor  of  it. 
What  arc  the  means  he  uses  for  that  purpose?  He  gives  £30,000  South 
Sea  Annuities  to  trustees,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  Sir  James  Lowther : 
had  lie  stopped  here,  no  doubt  could  have  been  entertained  but  that  Sir 
.lames  would  have  been  entitled  to  this  £30,000.  But  then  he  adds  a 
conditional  word  quousque  Sir  William  convey  his  Yorkshire  estate; 
and  in  case  such  conveyance  is  made,  the  £30,000  shall  be  divided,  and 
each  shall  have  £15,000.  Now  the  event  upon  which  Sir  William  Low- 
ther was  to  have  the  £15,000  was  possible  —  it  is  become  impossible. 
How  then  can  he  be  entitled  to  this  legacy?  It  is  in  effect  no  more 
than  a  description  of  the  legatee.  I  give  to  Sir  William  (he  having 
conveyed  the  Yorkshire  estate  to  Sir  James),  £15,000. 

I  must  therefore  declare  .  .  .  that  the  plaintiff,  Sir  James  Lowther, 
is  entitled  to  the  £30,000  South  Sea  Annuities,  and  decree,  that  the  de- 
fendant Harper  may  join  in  a  sale  or  transfer  of  the  said  South  Sea 
Annuities  to  and  for  the  sole  and  absolute  benefit  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  /Solicitor- General,  Perrot,  Browning,  and  Sewell,  for  the 
plaintiff. 

The  Attorney-  General,  Wilbraham,  and  Uoskins,  for  the  defendants. 

There  was  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  from  so  much  of  the 
above  decree  as  related  to  the  legacy  of  the  South  Sea  Annuities,  when 
the  same  was  affirmed,  6  March,  1759,  3  Toml.  P.  C.  186. 


" '  ■ 

\  *  BROWN  v.  PECK. 

Chancery.     1758. 
[Repvrled  1  Ed.  140.] 

William  Sparks,  by  his  will,  bearing  date  the  6th  of  Januar}',  1756, 
devised  inter  alia  to  his  niece  Elizabeth  Sparks,  eight  dwelling-houses, 
with  divers  remainders  over,  and  also  gave  her  two  several  legacies  of 
£500  each.  The  testator  gave  to  Charles  Umphreville,  who  had  mar- 
ried his  niece  Rebecca  Sparks,  five  shillings  and  no  more;  because  he 
had  married  his  said  niece  without  the  consent  of  her  mother,  or  one 
of  her  relations  ;  and  after  leaving  his  said  niece  Rebecca  Umphreville 
£15  for  mourning,  he  directed,  that  if  she  lived  with  her  husband,  his 
executors  should  pay  her  £2  per  month,  and  no  more  ;  but  if  she  lived 
from  him,  and  with  her  mother  Sparks,  then  they  should  allow  her  £5 
per  month. 

By  indenture,  bearing  date  the  24th  of  September,  1756,  made  upon 
the  marriage  of  Elizabeth  Sparks  with  the  defendant  Peck,  the  testator 
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settled  five  dwelling-houses  (one  of  which  was  the  same  with  one  which 
he  had  devised  to  Elizabeth  Sparks  by  his  will),  and  the  sum  of  £500, 
upon  the  husband  and  wife  successiveby,  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 

Upon  a  bill  brought  to  have  the  will  established  and  explained,  one 
question  was,  whether  the  advancement  by  the  settlement  was  an 
ademption  ?  There  was  another  question  upon  the  amount  of  the 
allowance  to  be  made  to  Mrs.  Umphreville. 

The  testator  had  four  nieces,  anil  evidence  was  entered  into  by  the 
plaintiffs,  to  show  that  he  intended  the  portion  to  be  an  ademption  of 
what  was  left  by  the  will ;  but  it  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  gen- 
eral declarations,  that  the}'  should  all  be  equally  provided  for. 

The  Solicitor- General  and   Wilbraham,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Perrot  and  Comyn  for  the  Umphrevilles. 

The  Attorney-  General  and  De  Grey,  for  the  Pecks. 

The  Lord  Keeper  [Sir  Robert  Henley]  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
settlement  made  by  the  testator,  on  his  niece  Elizabeth  Sparks,  was  not 
an  ademption  or  satisfaction  of  the  devises  and  bequests  made  to  her 
in  the  said  will ;  but  that  she  was  entitled  both  to  what  she  took  under 
the  settlement,  and  what  was  given  to  her  under  the  will. 

And  upon  the  question  whether  Mrs.  Umphreville  was  entitled  to  the 
monthly  payment  of  £.5,  his  Lordship  declared  that  he  was  of  opinion 
that  she  was  ;  and  that  the  condition  annexed  being  both  impossible  at 
the  time  of  imposing  it,  and  contra  bonos  mores,  the  legac}-  was  simple 
and  pure.  A  third  question,  upon  the  consideration  of  the  residuary 
clause,  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  children  of  the  testator's  nephews 
and  nieces  living  at  his  death. 


<♦-* 


WREN  v.  BRADLEY. 

Chancery.     1848. 

[Reported  2  Dc  G.  <L-  S.  49.] 

The  question  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  effect  of  the  following  testa- 
mentan  dispositions,  so  far  as  they  regarded  Mrs.  Ann  Jeffuries  Wren. 
Mr.   Henry   Pooley,  the  testator,  by   his   will,  dated   August    8th, 

I  directed  certain  moneys  to  be  invested,  upon  trusts,  expressed 

as   follows  :  — 

11  And  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual 
Income  in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned  (that  is  to  Baj*),  to  my  wife 
Elizabeth  Pooley,  one  annuity  or  clear  yearly  sum  of  £80  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life,  bj  equal  half-yearly  paj  ments,"  &c, ;  ■■  and 
to  my  daughter,  Ann  Jefferies  Wren,  ih<'  wife  of  Abraham  Wren,  in  case 
she  shall  be  living  apart  from  her  Baid  husband,  the  said  Abraham  Wren, 
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and  shall  continue  bo  to  do  during  the  lifetime  of  my  said  wife,  an  an- 
nuity of  £W,  by  equal  quarterly  payments,  the  first  of  such  payments 
to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  three  calendar  months  next  after  my 
decease.  And  I  do  hereby  further  direct,  that  if  at  any  time  the  said 
Ann  Jefferies  Wren  shall  cohabil  with  the  said  Abraham  Wren,  the 
s:iid  annuity  hereinbefore  given  to  her  shall,  during  the  time  she  shall 
■habit,  absolutely  eease  and  determine." 
The  residue  of  the  dividends  were  to  be  accumulated  during  the  life 
of  the  testator's  wife  ;  and  after  her  decease  the  testator  directed  his 
trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  the  trust-fund  and  its  accumulations, 
after  disposing  of  two-thirds  thereof  as  therein  mentioned.  As  to  the 
remaining  one-third.  "Upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
annual  produce  thereof  at  the  times  and  in  the  manner  hereinbefore 
declared  respecting  the  portions  of  my  said  daughters,  unto  my  said 
daughter  Ann  Jefferies  Wren,  during  such  time  as  she  shall  continue  to 
live  apart  from  her  said  husband,  the  said  Abraham  Wren ;  but  should 
she  at  any  time  cohabit  with  the  said  Abraham  Wren,  then  my  will  is, 
and  I  hereb}'  direct,  that  during  such  time  as  she  shall  so  cohabit  with 
the  said  Abraham  Wren,  the}-  and  he  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  shall 
pay  the  same  unto  and  equally  between  the  said  Elizabeth  Bradley  and 
Sarah  Picton,  if  living,  or  if  dead  to  their  children  and  issue,  in  such 
shares  and  in  the  same  manner  as  hereinbefore  directed  with  respect  to 
the  portions  already  provided  for  them  respectively  by  this  my  will ; 
and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Ann  Jefferies  Wren,  upon  trust  to 
pay  and  divide  the  said  remaining  one  third  part  or  share  of  and  in  the 
said  entire  trust-fund  and  accumulations,  unto  and  amongst  any  chil- 
dren which  the  said  Ann  Jefferies  Wren  may  leave  her  surviving  by 
any  other  husband  other  than  the  said  Abraham  Wren,  and  the  issue  of 
any  such  children  as  may  be  then  dead  at  such  time,"  &c.  ;  "  and  if  no 
such  child,  then  the  share  to  be  divided  between  the  other  two  daughters 
and  their  children,  in  the  same  wa}-  as  their  original  shares."  'k  And  I 
direct  the  various  annuities  bequeathed  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Bradley, 
Sarah  Picton,  and  Jefferies  Wren,  to  be  paid  to  them  for  their  separate 
use  and  benefit,  independently  and  exclusively  of  their  present  or  any 
future  husband,  and  without  being  in  anywise  subject  to  debts,  claims, 
or  demands  ;  and  that  the  receipts  of  the  said  annuitants,  notwith- 
standing their  respective  covertures,  shall  be  good  and  effectual  releases 
and  discharges  for  the  same." 

And  the  testator  declared  that  all  attempts  at  anticipation  should  be 
void  ;  and  he  appointed  his  trustees,  Thomas  Bradley  and  James  Allan- 
-"D  Picton,  the  executors  of  his  will. 

At  the  date  of  the  will,  Mrs.  Wren,  and  her  husband  mentioned  in 
the  will,  were  living  apart;  but  before  and  at  the  death  of  the  testator 
they  were  reconciled,  and  living  together.  The  question  was,  whether, 
under  these  circumstances,  they  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  above 
bequests. 

All  parties  concurred  in  desiring  the  court  to  decide  the  question  at 
this  stage  of  the  cause. 
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Mr.  Jiussell  and  Mr.  Follett,  for  Mrs.  Wren,  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  J.  Bird  Allen,  for  Mr.  Wren,  the  plaintiff's  husband. 

Mr.   Wigram  and  Mr.  Bazagette,  for  the  other  defendants. 

e7an.  2\st.  The  Vice-Chancki.lok.  [Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce] 
Assuming  it  to  be  admitted  by  all  parties,  that,  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
the  husband  and  wife  were  living  separate,  and  that  at  the  death  they 
were  living  together,  my  present  impression  is,  that  it  will  be  more  in 
accordance  with  authority.  —  I  do  not  say  with  principle,  —  to  decide 
in  favor  of  the  gift ;  but  I  will  reconsider  the  question. 

Jan.  26(k.  — The  will  to  be  construed  in  this  case  is  one  of  perso- 
nalty merely  ;  and  it  is  admitted  on  each  side,  that  Mrs.  Wren  and  her 
husband,  when  it  was  made,  were  not  living  together,  but  afterwards, 
before  the  testator's  death,  came  together  again,  and  from  the  time  of 
that  reconciliation  to  the  present  time  have  been  living  together,  and 
were  therefore  living  together  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.  His 
widow  being  dead,  the  question  is,  what,  or  whether  anything,  can  be 
claimed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wren  or  either  of  them,  under  the  will.  I 
continue  to  think  the  point  one  of  considerable  difficulty,  which,  in  the 
absence  of  authority,  I  might  very  possibly  have  decided  wholly,  or  to 
some  extent,  against  them.  The  authorities,  however,  and  the  princi- 
ples of  the  civil  law,  which,  to  a  certain  extent  at  least,  are  allowed  to 
influence  cases  of  the  present  kind,  being  such  as  I  understand  them  to 
be,1  I  think  it  the  right  conclusion  upon  this  will  to  say,  that  neither 
of  the  bequests  to  Mrs.  Wren  is  defeated  or  affected  by  the  circumstance 
that  she  was  at  her  father's  death,  or  has  since  been,  living  with  her 
bus! land.  The  gifts  are  not  worded  exactly  in  the  same  way.  I  think 
it.  however,  impossible  to  read  the  will  without  perceiving  that  the  tes- 
tator's wish  and  object  were  to  obstruct  a  reconciliation,  and  prevent 
the  wife  from  living  with  her  husband  ;  and  that,  by  that  wish,  by  that 
object,  its  provisions  as  to  her  were  influenced  and  directed.  The 
weight  of  authority,  therefore,  as  I  have  said,  and  the  principles  of  the 
civil  law,  as  far  as  I  consider  them  applicable,  seem  to  mc  to  render  a 
decision  of  this  case  in  Mr-.  Wren's  favor  consistent  at  once  with  tech- 
nical equity  and  moral  justice.8 

1  Dig.  Lib.  80,  T.  64.  Turpia  legata,  quae  denotandi  magis  legatarii  gratia  scri- 
bunttir,  odio  s<  ribcntis  pro  non  scriptis  habentar. 

Si  I  itia;  k'giituin  rclictum  eat,  >i  arbitratll  Seii  nupsisset,  et  rivo  testatore,  Seius 
decessisset,  ct  ea  napsUaet :  legatam  ei  deberi.  —  Bkp. 

i    liansddl  v.  i;»st»u,  172  111.  439,  44S  ( 1 
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PRIESTLEY  v.  HOLGATE. 
Chancery.     1857. 

[Reported  3  K.  <t-  J.  286.] 

Joseph  Priestley,  by  bis  will,  dated  in  1850,  gave  and  bequeathed 
to  James  Priestley  the  sum  of  £19  19s.;  and  also  a  further  legacy 
of  £2000. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil,  dated  in  1852,  as  follows:  "Whereas, 
since  the  making  of  my  will,  James  Priestley,  to  whom  I  had  bequeathed 
£2000,  has  emigrated  to  Australia,  I  therefore  hereby  revoke  that 
legacy,  and  in  lieu  thereof  I  give  and  bequeath  to  him  the  said  James 
Priestley,  in  case  he  remains  in  Australia  or  out  of  this  kingdom,  £G00, 
to  be  paid  to  him  twelve  months  after  the  decease  of  my  wife  ;  but  if 
he  return  to  England  before  her  decease,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  him 
the  further  sum  of  £400  (making  £1000).  This  last  £400  not  to  be 
paid  till  twelve  months  after  the  decease  of  my  wife." 

In  November,  1852,  the  testator  died.  Sarah  Priestle}',  his  widow, 
died  in  January,  1856- 

At  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  testator,  James  Priestley  was  at 
Melbourne,  in  Australia,  whither  he  had  gone  in  the  year  1852. 

On  the  9th  day  of  August,  1853,  he  sailed  in  a  British  ship  named 
the  Madagascar  from  Melbourne  on  the  homeward  voyage  to  England, 
and  upon  the  voyage  the  Madagascar  was  totally  lost,  and  all  her  crew 
and  passengers  perished  at  sea. 

The  plaintiff  was  his  administratrix,  and  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  to 
recover  the  said  legacies  of  £19  19s.  and  £G00  and  £400. 

Mr.  P render gast,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Fisclier,  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  reserved. 

Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood.  I  delayed  giving  my  judg- 
ment in  this  case,  in  the  hope  of  finding  something  to  enable  me  to 
decide  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  additional  legacy  of  £400. 
(His  Honor  stated  the  effect  of  the  will  and  codicil  and  continued)  — 
At  the  time  of  making  this  codicil,  James  Priestley  was  in  Australia. 
It  is  proved  that  he  embarked  to  return  to  England,  but  the  ship  in 
which  he  sailed  foundered  at  sea,  and  all  on  board  perished.  The  con- 
dition on  which  the  legacy  was  given  is  personal  to  the  legatee,  and 
the  legacy  cannot  take  effect  unless  that  inchoate  return  fulfils  the 
terms  of  the  condition.  I  was  desirous  to  adopt  that  construction,  if 
possible  ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  the  words  of  the  condition,  which  are 
very  precise,  "  if  lie  return  to  England  before  her  decease,"  can  be 
satisfied  by  his  embarking  on  a  voyage  to  this  country,  in  which  he 
perished  at  sea. 

If  the  codicil  had  contained  a  recital,  that,  owing  to  the  testator's 
displeasure  with  James  Priestley  on  account  of  his  departure  to  Aus- 
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tralia,  he  attached  this  condition  to  the  legacy  as  a  penalty,  possiblyj 
the  inchoate  return  might  have  satisfied  the  condition  ;  but  it  may  be, 
that  the  reason  for  the  condition  was,  that  the  testator  thought,  that, 
while  away  from  England,  James  Priestley  did  not  require  so  large  a 
provision  as  he  would  if  residing  in  this  country.  I  must,  therefore, 
decide  against  the  plaintiffs  claim  as  to  the  £400. 

Note.  —  Cf .  Boyce  v.  Boyce,  16  Sim.  476  (1849),  and  1  Roper  on  Legacies  (4th  ed.), 
754-757. 

Ignorance  of  a  condition  precedent  in  a  will  to  be  performed  in  the  testator's  life- 
time is  no  excuse  for  its  non-performance.     Brennan  v.   Brennan,  185  Mass.  660 

(1904). 

If  performance  of  a  condition  precedent  is  prevented  by  one  who  would  take  on 
default  of  performance,  the  latter  cannot  profit  by  the  non-performance.  Harwood 
t.  Shoe,  141  N.  C.  161  (1906). 

On  the  Roman  Law,  see  1  Windscheid,  Pandektenrecht  (4th  ed.),  §  94,  p.  266; 
3  Savigny,  System  des  heutigen  Romischen  Rechts,  §§  121-124;  and  cf.  Swinb. 
Wills,  pt.  4,  §  6. 


IN  RE   MOORE. 

Chancery  Division  and  Court  of  Appeal.     1887,  1888. 

[Reported  39  Ch.  Div.  116.] 

John  Moore,  who  died  on  the  17th  of  April,  1885,  by  his  will  dated 
the  2d  of  April,  1885,  after  appointing  one  TrafTord  his  trustee,  and 
appointing  a  guardian  of  his  infant  son,  John  William  Moore,  pro- 
ceeded as  follows  :  "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  trustee  all  property  of 
which  I  am  possessed  or  entitled  to,  or  over  which  I  have  any  dis- 
posing power,  upon  trust  (after  payment  thereout  of  my  debts,  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses)  to  pay  to  my  sister  Mary  Maconochie 
during  such  time  as  she  may  live  apart  from  her  husband,  before  my 
son  attains  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,  the  sum  of  £2  10s.  per  week 
for  her  maintenance  whilst  so  living  apart  from  her  husband  ;  and  upon 
trust  as  to  one  moiety  of  my  said  trust  estate  to  pay  the  same  to  my 
said  son  on  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  and  as  to  the 
other  moiety  thereof  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  to  my  said  son  on  his 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,"  with  a  gift  over  on  the  death 

Of  bis  said  son  under  Hie  age  of  twenty-live  years. 

Mary  Blaconochie  and  her  husband  were  married  in  1866,  and  they 

had  never  lived  apart  until   the    latter   pari   of  1886,  more   than   a  year 

after  the  death  of  the  testator,  when  they  ceased  to  live  together.    The 

testator  was  well  aware,  at    the   date   Of  his  will,  that   they  were    living 

together,  but  he  had  quarrelled  with  the  husband  and  had  not  been  for 
several  years  on  Bpeaking  terms  with  him. 
The  testator's  son  survived  him  and  was  still  an  infant. 

This  was  an  originating   summons   taken  out  by  the   trustee  of  the 
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will  against  Mrs.  Maconochje  for  the  decision  of  the  question  whether 
she  was  entitled  bo  pay  men  I  of  the  legacy  of  £2  10s.  per  week,  dis- 
charged from  the  restriction  imposed  l>y  the  testator. 

Upon  the  summons  coming  on  in  chambers,  his  Lordship  directed  it 
to  be  adjourned  into  court  for  argumenl  ;  that  a  guardian  ad  litem 
should  be  appointed  to  the  testator's  infant  son,  and  that  the  infant 
should  be  separately  represented. 

The  summons  was  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  Kaj'  on  the  7th  of  De- 
cember. 1887. 

a.  Williamson^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Marten,  Q.  C,  and  Whitekouse,  for  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Maconochic. 

M'tli<>l,l%  for  the  testator's  infant  son. 

1887,  Dec.  14.  Kay,  J.  (after  reading  the  bequest  and  stating  the 
facts,  continued) :  — 

Before  applying  rules  of  law  to  a  provision  of  this  kind  it  is  proper 
to  determine,  independently  of  any  such  rule,  what  is  the  construction 
of  this  bequest. 

Independently  of  any  rule  of  law  or  decided  case,  the  construction 
of  the  words  which  I  have  read  is  indisputable.  It  is  a  gift  of  a  fixed 
sum  every  week  during  a  certain  period.  To  that  period  there  are 
two  limits:  it  is  not  to  extend  in  any  case  beyond  the  joint  lives  of 
the  husband  and  wife  and  the  time  when  the  testator's  son  attains 
twenty-one  ;  but  the  payments  are  only  to  be  made  during  such  part  of 
that  period  as  Mary  Maconochie  maybe  living  apart  from  her  husband, 
and  for  her  maintenance  while  so  living  apart.  As  matter  of  construc- 
tion it  is  impossible  to  hold  that  any  of  these  payments  are  given  to  her 
while  living  with  her  husband.  The  living  apart  from  her  husband  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  gift  in  this  sense  —  that  it  is  the  measure  of  the 
duration  of  these  payments. 

It  has  been  argued  that  it  must  be  treated  as  a  legacy  given  upon  a 
condition  precedent,  which,  being  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  must  be 
rejected,  leaving  the  legacy  free  from  condition.  If  it  be  treated  as  a 
gift  of  an  indefinite  number  of  weekly  payments  of  £2  106'.,  there  be- 
ing a  condition  attached  to  each  that  in  the  week  for  which  it  is  payable 
the  legatee  should  be  living  apart  from  her  husband,  if  the  condition  be 
rejected,  it  must  fail  because  the  number  of  payments  is  undefined. 

In  other  words,  if  it  be  a  gift  of  so  many  sums  of  £2  10s.  as  there 
should  be  weeks  in  which  the  legatee  was  living  apart  from  her  husband, 
then,  if  you  strike  out  the  words  "  living  apart,  &c,"  there  are  no 
means  of  computing  how  many  such  payments  should  be  made. 

The  duration  of  these  payments  is  a  limitation,  not  a  condition  ;  and 
to  give  them  any  longer  or  other  duration  than  that  prescribed  by  the 
will  cannot  be  done  by  treating  them  like  a  legacy  of  a  sum  of  money 
given  subject  to  a  condition  which  may  be  discharged.  To  treat  this 
gift  in  that  manner  would  be  making  an  entirely  new  and  essentially 
different  bequest. 

It  may  be  said,  "  You  do,  in  effect,  make  a  different  bequest  when 
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you  reject  a  precedent  condition  and  establish  the  legacy  discharged 
from  it."  That  is  so.  It  is  doing  great  violence  to  the  will.  In  cases 
of  real  estate  the  common  law  of  England  will  not  permit  such  a  con- 
struction :  and  this  rule,  adopted  from  the  civil  law,  ought  not  to  be 
extended.  By  rejecting  a  precedent  condition  upon  which  a  simple 
legacy  of  a  sum  of  mone}'  is  bequeathed,  the  amount  of  the  legacy  is 
not  altered.  But  in  this  case  the  argument  requires  that  an  annuity 
given  during  one  period  should  be  altered  into  an  annuity  for  another 
and  wholly  different  period. 

This  is.  for  the  present  purpose,  the  essential  difference  between  a 
condition  and  a  limitation. 

If  the  gift  were  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  husband  and  wife  until 
the  son  attained  twenty-one,  with  a  condition  defeating  it  if  the  husband 
and  wife  lived  together,  it  might  be  necessary  to  reject  the  condition 
and  maintain  the  gift ;  but  I  think  it  impossible  to  construe  the  will  in 
that  way. 

Suppose  it  were  a  legacy  of  a  sum  computed  by  the  number  of  illegal 
acts  committed  by  the  legatee,  at  £2  10*.  for  each  —  obviously  such  a 
legacy  must  fail  if  you  reject  the  mode  of  computing  it. 

Then,  suppose  it  to  be  £2  10s.  for  every  week  in  which  the  legatee 
should  commit  an  illegal  act  —  if  the  limitation  he  rejected  the  compu- 
tation would  be  equally  impossible  ;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any  rule  of 
construction  or  rule  of  law  which  would  justify  the  court  in  treating 
such  a  gift  as  a  life  annuity. 

The  argument  in  its  most  plausible  form  is  that  from  the  nature  of 
the  gift  there  arc  two  limits  contemplated,  and  if  you  take  one  away 
the  other  only  is  left,  and  therefore,  in  this  case,  the  gift  should  be 
read  as  though  it  were  of  £2  10s.  a  week  during  the  joint  lives  of  the 
husband  and  wife,  until  the  son  attains  twenty-one. 

But  what  authority  is  there  for  thus  removing  an  essential  limit? 
There  is  none,  unless  it  can  come  under  the  law  as  to  conditions,  or, 
what  is  in  sonic  cases  equivalent,  conditional  limitations  defeating  an 
interest  previously  given.  But  before  this  law  can  be  applied  it  must 
be  determined.  a8  matter  of  construction,  whether  the  gift  is  of  that 
nature. 

In  my  opinion,  the'  true  construction  of  this  bequest  is  that  it  is  a 
limitation  of  weekly  payments  dining  :i  specified  time,  and  that  it  is 
not  a  legacy  Bubjecl  to  ;i  condition  either  precedenl  or  subsequent. 
The  objeel  of  the  limitation   being  obviously  to  induce  the  person  in 

whose  favor  it  is  made  to  live  apart  from  her  husband,  the  whole  lim- 
itation may  possibly  be  void;  but  if  the  event  has  not  happened,  the 
trust  has  not  arisen  :it  all. 

for  this  construction  it  Beema  to  me  that  there  Is  clear  and  distinct 
authority. 

In   Webb  v.  Gfrace,  :.'  Ph.  701,  a  covenant  to  pay  to  a  single  woman 

during  her  life,  subject  to  the  proviso  after  contained,  an  annuitv  of 
£40,  provided  that  if  sin.'  married,  the  annuity  should  be  reduced  to  £20, 
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was  held  bo  be  valid  because  it  was  in  effect  an  agreement  to  pay  £40 
■  year  to  her  during  bo  much  of  her  life  as  she  should  remain  un- 
married, and  £20  a  year  afterwards,  and  that  this  was  a  limitation, 
not  a  condition. 

In  Heath  v.  Lewis,  3  1).  M.  A  G.  954,  a  gift  by  will  to  a  woman  who 
had  never  boon  married,  if  she  should  bo  unmarried  at  the  death  of  M., 
ol'  L'2  10s.  a  month  during  her  life  if  she  should  so  long  remain  unmar- 
ried, was  road  "  as  a  limitation  as  distinguished  from  a  condition,"  and 
therefore  the  payments  ceased  on  her  marriage.  This  gift  might  have 
been  construed  to  be  a  defeasible  life  annuity  more  easily  than  the  pro- 
vision in  the  will  now  before  me,  and  of  course  the  defeasance  would 
have  boon  void. 

In  Evans  v.  Rosser,  2  EL  &  M.  190,  the  testator  gave  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  son-in-law  during  the  term  of  his  life  or  marriage 
again,  and  after  his  death  or  marriage,  over;  and  it  was  held  that  this 
was  a  limitation  till  marriage,  and  not  a  gift  of  a  life  estate  defeasible 
on  marriage.. 

The  same  construction  was  applied  in  the  well-known  case  of  Ttoch- 
ford  v.  Hackman,  9  Hare,  475,  where  a  limitation  in  form  determining 
a  life  estate  upon  alienation,  was  held  to  amount  to  a  limitation  until 
alienation  and  then  over  —  a  construction  which  has  been  followed  in  a 
multitude  of  cases  since  that  decision. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  court  is  bound  by  authority  to  hold  that  the 
legatee  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  £2  10s.  a  week,  whether  she  lives 
apart  from  her  husband  or  not.  The  authorities  cited  demand  a  careful 
consideration.  Undoubtedly  our  law,  in  dealing  with  bequests  of  per- 
sonal property,  has  adopted  some  doctrines  of  the  civil  law  which 
seem  to  me  much  less  satisfactory  than  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
which  we  apply  in  the  case  of  devises  of  real  estate.  Swinburne  (On 
Wills,  part  4,  s.  6,  ed.  1611,  p.  138  ;  ed.  1590,  p.  122)  states  four  sorts 
of  impossible  conditions,  of  which  the  second  are  "  those  which  be 
contrary  to  law  or  good  manners,"  instancing  a  gift  of  £100  to  A.  li. 
if  he  murder  such  a  man  or  deflower  such  a  woman.  Then  he  says 
(part  4,  s.  6,  ed.  1611,  p.  140;  ed.  1590,  p.  124)  that  where  a  condi- 
tion is  impossible  "  such  condition  hindereth  not  the  .  .  .  legatary, 
but  that  he  may  .  .  .  recover  the  legacy,  as  if  such  had  not  been  at 
all  expressed."  And  he  further  says  (part  4,  s.  6,  ed.  1611,  p.  142; 
ed.  1590,  p.  127),  "When  the  condition  is  both  impossible  and  un- 
honest  .  .  .  the  disposition  is  thereby  void:  and  that  in  disfavor  of 
the  testator,  who  added  such  a  condition,  whereas  if  the  condition  had 
been  only  impossible  or  unlawful,  the  disposition  had  been  good,  and 
that  in  favor  of  the  testament." 

Jarman  on  Wills  (4th  ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  12)  states  the  law,  adopted  from 
the  civil  law,  to  be  that  where  a  condition  precedent  is  originally  im- 
possible or  is  made  so  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  testator,  or  is  illegal 
as  involving  malum  prohibitum,  the  bequest  is  absolute,  just  as  if  the 
condition  had  been  subsequent :  but  that,  where  it  is  illegal  as  involving 
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malum  in  se,  the  civil  agrees  with  the  common  law  in  holding  both  I 
gift  and  condition  void. 

This  law  is  recognized  in  Williams  on  Executors  (6th  ed.,  p.  1174  ; 
8th  ed.,  pp.  1269,  1270).  /      .  n 

In  Tothill's  Reports  (ed.  1671,  p.  141  ;  ed.  1820,  p.  78)  is  the  follow-  -i^D-^Q^s^ 
ing  short  note  of  a  case—  Tennant  v.  Braid  (Nov.  8,  6  Jac.)  :  ' l  A  M&/WW4U//0 
devise  made  to  the  daughter  to  pay  her  a  sum  of  money  if  she  will  \J       J^AjolIL^. 
be  divorced  from  her  husband,  the  gift  made  good,  though  the  condition 
void." 

The  doctrine  that  conditions  precedent  as  well  as  conditions  subse- 
quent which  are  against  the  policy  of  the  law  are  treated  as  void  in 
cases  of  legacies  of  personal  estate,  and  that  the  legacy  "  stands  pure 
and  simple,"  is  distinctly  recognized  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Reynish  v. 
Martin,  3  Atk.  330,  332  :  and  the  rules  borrowed  from  the  civil  law 
were  held  by  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls  to  apply  to  a  mixed  fund  of 
the  proceeds  of  real  and  personal  estate  :  Bellairs  v.  Bellairs,  Law 
Rep.  18  Eq.  510. 

I  assume,  therefore,  that  if  this  is  to  be  treated  as  a  legacy  given 
upon  a  precedent  condition  or  defeasible  by  a  subsequent  condition 
which  is  bad  as  involving  that  which  is  malum  prohibitum,  the  legacy 
must  take  effect,  discharged  of  the  condition. 

In  Brown  v.  Peck,  1  Eden,  140,  the  testator,  noticing  in  his  will  that 
his  niece  Rebecca  had  married  without  the  consent  of  her  mother, 
directed  that  if  she  lived  with  her  husband  his  executor  should  pay  her 
£2  a  month  and  no  more  ;  but  if  she  lived  from  him  and  with  her 
mother,  then  they  should  allow  her  £5  a  month.  Lord  Keeper  Henley 
held  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  monthly  payment  of  £5,  "  and  that  the 
condition  annexed  being  both  impossible  at  the  time  of  imposing  it, 
and  contra  bonos  mores,  the  legacy  was  simple  and  pure."  I  have 
referred  to  the  registrar's  book,  and  it  seems  clear  that  the  condition 
was  only  impossible  in  the  sense  that  everything  which  is  prohibited  by 
law  is  so  in  the  contemplation  of  law.  The  husband,  wife  and  mother 
ii  to  have  been  all  three  living.  It  is  evident  that  the  will  was  read 
as  a  gift  of  £5  a  month  to  Rebecca  for  life  upon  condition  that  she  did 
not  live  with  her  husband,  or  £5  a  month  for  life  cut  down  to  £2  if 
she  should  live  with  him.  Such  a  condition  was  against  the  policy  of 
the  law,  and  was  therefore  treated  as  a  nullity.  It  appears  from  the 
Registrar's  Book  that  the  point  was  not  argued,  the  other  parties  desir- 
ing  that  the  legatee  should  have  the  £5  a  month. 

In  Wrm  v.  Bradley,  2  De  <i.  &  8m.  49,  one  bequest  was  to  pay  to 
the  testator's  daughter,  in  case  she  should  be  living  apart  from  her 
husband  A.,  and  should  continue  so  to  do  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator's  irife,  an  annuity  of  £80;  but,  if  she  should  cohabit  with  him, 
it  should  cease  during  such  cohabitation.  The  husband  and  wife  were 
living   apart  at   the   date   of  the   will,  but  weir   living  together  at   the 

d.ath  of  the  testator,  and  the  Vioe-Chancellor,  evidently  with  consider- 
able hesitation,  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  gift  discharged  from 
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the  condition.  ll<'  came  to  the  same  conclusion  with  respect  to  a  direc- 
tion to  pay  the  interesl  o\'  one-third  of  the  residue  to  his  said  daughter 
••  during  suoh  time  as  she  shall  continue  to  live  apart  from  her  said  hus- 
band." but  if  she  cohabited  with  him  the  income  was  to  be  paid  to 
other  persons,  and  after  her  death  the  capital  was  given  over.  This 
latter  gift  is  in  the  form  of  a  limitation  rather  than  a  condition. 

I  must  follow  these  decisions  in  any  case  governed  by  them:  but  the 
construction  of  one  set  of  words  is  not  binding  when  you  are  constru- 
ing a  different  provision.  Because  the  court  in  those  cases  held  the 
words  were  conditional  it  does  not  follow  that  other  words  are  to  be  so 
construed.  The  decisions  are  only  binding  when  the  bequest  is  ascer- 
tained to  bo  conditional  by  independent  construction.  They  do  not  lay 
down  any  rule  what  bequests  are  to  be  so  considered  ;  no  canon  of  con- 
struction is  established  by  either  of  the  cases  for  this  purpose. 

1  confess  that  I  find  it  difficult  to  understand  these  two  decisions. 
As  to  Brown  v.  Peck,  1  Eden,  140,  the  legatee  must  have  been  entitled 
to  the  gift  of  £2  a  month.  That  was  not  affected  by  any  illegality.  If 
the  reason  given  in  the  short  report  be  good,  she  was  entitled  to  the  £5 
a  month  as  well  as  the  £2.  The  only  mode  of  arriving  at  the  decision 
was  by  treating  it  as  an  annuity  of  £")  a  month  during  the  joint  lives  of 
the  husband  and  wife,  cut  down  to  £2  a  month  if  they  lived  together. 
I  should  have  had  great  difficulty  in  so  construing  it.  But  such  a  be- 
quest is  altogether  different  from  a  gift  of  a  weekly  payment  during  a 
period  only  defined  by  the  legatee  living  apart  from  her  husband.  In 
that  respect  the  wording  of  the  bequest  in  this  case  differs  materially 
from  that  in  Brovm  v.  Peck. 

Here  the  payments  are  to  be  made  "  during  such  time  as  she  may 
live  apart  from  her  husband,"  and  there  is  no  alternative  life  annuity 
or  gift  for  any  longer  period.  In  Prown  v.  Peck  it  was,  if  she  lived 
with  her  husband  £2  a  month,  but  if  she  lived  from  him  £5  a  month, 
one  or  other  of  those  payments  being  intended  to  last  during  the  joint 
lives. 

In  Wren  v.  Bradley,  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  49,  however,  the  gifts  more 
nearly  resembled  the  bequest  in  the  present  case,  especially  the  gift  of 
interest  of  one-third  of  the  residue,  which  was  to  be  paid  "  during  such 
time  as  she  should  continue  to  live  apart."  The  gift  of  residue  was 
obviously  construed  as  a  life-estate,  with  a  conditional  limitation  divest- 
ing it,  which  could  be  rejected.  With  all  respect,  I  think  this  construc- 
tion doubtful.  But,  again,  the  words  differ  from  those  in  the  present 
case.  It  was  more  possible  to  construe  the  gift  as  a  defeasible  life 
interest  than  it  would  be  to  put  that  construction  upon  the  words  I  have 
to  consider. 

In  one  sense  the  rule  rejecting  certain  conditions,  which  is  borrowed 
from  the  civil  law,  is  a  rule  of  construction.  That  is,  when  you  find 
a  l<Lra<y  coupled  with  an  invalid  condition,  the  will  is  to  be  construed 
as  if  the  condition  was  not  there.  But,  obviously,  it  must  first  be  de- 
termined whether  there  is  a  conditional  legacy;  and  the  construction 
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for  the  purpose  is  independent  of  and  must  precede  the  application  of 
the  rule. 

I  hold  that  the  legatee  in  this  case  is  not  entitled  to  any  payment  of 
£2  10s.,  because  these  payments  are  not  legacies  given  upon  a  condi- 
tion, but  are  to  be  made  only  within  certain  limits  which  the  court  has 
no  power  to  alter. 

Mrs.  Maconochie  appealed,  and  the  appeal  was  argued  on  the  7th 
and  8th  of  June,  1888. 

Marten,  Q.  C,  and   Whitehouse.  for  the  appellant. 

luce,  Q.  C,  and  Met  hold  ^  for  the  residuary  legatee. 

June  0th.  Cotton,  L.  J.  The  question  we  have  to  decide  is  whether 
the  trustee  of  the  will  of  Mr.  John  Moore  ought  to  pay  the  sum  of  £2 
10s.  per  week  to  Mrs.  Maconochie,  a  sister  of  the  testator.  The  testator 
by  his  will  gave  all  his  property  to  a  trustee  "  upon  trust  (after  payment 
thereout  of  my  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses)  to  pay  to  my 
sister  Mary  Maconochie  during  such  time  as  she  may  live  apart  from 
her  husband  before  my  son  attains  the  age  of  twenty -one  years  the  sum 
of  £2  105.  per  week  for  her  maintenance  while  so  living  apart  from 
her  husband."  When  the  will  was  made.  .Airs.  Maconochie  was  living 
with  her  husband,  and  continued  to  do  so  until  after  the  testator's 
death.  The  testator  did  not  like  the  husband,  and  his  apparent  object 
was  to  induce  the  wile  to  live  separate  from  him.  If  so,  the  gift  was 
for  a  purpose  which  is  contrary  to  the  law  of  England,  for  that  law 
does  not  allow  provisions  made  in  contemplation  of  a  future  separation 
between  husband  and  wife.  The  appellant  contends  that  the  gift  is  to 
operate  as  a  direction  that  £2  lO.s.  per  week  shall  be  paid  to  her  from 
the  death  of  the  testator,  though  she  is  living  with  her  husband,  thus 
entirely  altering  the  amount  of  the  gift  made  to  her  by  the  testator. 
She  contends  that  the  gift  is  a  gift  of  personalty  subject  to  an  illegal 
condition  precedent,  and  that  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  civil 
law.  which  has  been  adopted  by  our  law  as  to  personal  legacies,  the  . 
illegal  condition  may  be  rejected,  leaving  (lie  gift  absolute.  The  rule  is 
thus  stated  by  .Mr.  Jarman  (On  Wills,  4th  ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  12;  :  '«  But  with 
reaped  to  legacies  out  ol  personal  estate,  the  civil  law,  which  in  this 
t  has  been  adopted  by  courts  of  equity,  differs  in  some  respects 

from   the   common    law    in    its. treatment   of  conditions   precedent  |    the 

rule  of  the  civil  law  b'.'jjug  that  where  a  condition  prcccdciii  is  origin- 

-iblp,(or  i>  made  so_byuiex^i^r/()r  default  of  the   testator)  OT 

is  illegal  as  involving  malum  prohibitum,  the  bequest  is  absolute,  just 
as  if  the  condition  had  been  subsequent.)!  But  where  the  performance 
of  the  condition  Is  the  sole  motive  of  the  bequest,  or  its  impossibility 
was  unknown  to  the  testator,  or  the  condition  which  was  possible  in  its 
creation  haa  Bince  become  impossible  b\  the  act  of  <;<»!.  or  where  it  is 
illegal  as  involving  malum  in  se,  In  these  cases  the  civil  agrees  with 

Vthe  common  law  in  holding  both  gift  and  condition  void."J 
>.  According  to  English  law  if  a  condition  subsequent  which  is  to  de- 
Oeal  an  estate,  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law.  the  gift  is  absolute,  but 

vol..  vi.  —  2 
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If  the  illegal  condition  is  precedent  there  is  no  gift.  In  the  civil  law 
a  distinction  is  taken  between  what  is  malum  in  se  and  what  is  only 
malum  prohibitum,  but  in  the  view  I  take  of  this  case  we  need  not 
consider  within  which  of  these  two  classes  the  restriction  in  the  present 
case  falls.  Are  the  words  relating  to  living  separate  a  condition?  In 
my  opinion  they  are  not  a  condition,  but  a  part  of  the  limitation,  and 
although  in  some  respects  a  condition  and  a  limitation  may  have  the 
same  effect,  yet  in  English  law  there  is  a  great  distinction  between 
them.  Here  if  you  give  effect  to  the  appellant's  contention,  you  give 
her  what  the  testator  never  intended  to  give  her,  an  annuity  during  the 
whole  of  her  life  if  the  son  is  so  long  under  age.  It  is  wrong  to  give 
to  an  expression  a  forced  construction  in  order  to  prevent  a  particular 
result  that  follows  from  the  natural  construction.  The  construction 
does  not  depend  on  the  civil  law,  and  the  civil  law  is  binding  only 
so  far  as  it  has  been  adopted  by  our  courts.  I  therefore  do  not  enter 
into  the  question  whether  the  civil  law  regards  this  as  a  condition  or 
a  limitation,  for,  if  it  regards  it  as  a  limitation  and  yet  applies  the  same 
rules  to  it  as  to  a  condition,  no  authority  has  been  cited  to  show  that 
the  civil  law  has  to  that  extent  been  followed  in  England.  Many 
authorities  have  been  cited,  but  it  has  not  been  laid  down  in  any  of 
them  that  a  gift  in  this  form  is  to  be  treated  as  a  gift  upon  condition. 
In  Tennant  v.  Braie  (Toth.,  ed.  1671,  p.  141  -,  ed.  1820,  p.  78),  upon 
the  fair  construction  of  the  words,  the  gift  was  a  gift  upon  condition, 
not  a  limited  gift.  A  sum  was  to  be  paid  once  for  all  if  a  woman  was 
divorced.  There  was  nothing  imposing  a  limit  on  the  duration  of  the 
gift.  In  Brotcn  v.  Peck,  1  Eden,  140,  the  report  is  not  clear  either  as 
regards  the  facts  or  the  principle  laid  down.  The  testator,  after  no- 
ticing that  his  niece  had  married  without  the  consent  of  her  mother, 
directed  that  if  she  lived  with  her  husband  his  executors  should  pa}' 
her  £2  per  month  and  no  more,  but  if  she  lived  from  him  and  with  her 
mother,  then  they  should  allow  her  £5  per  month.  Lord  Henley  treated 
this  as  a  condition,  for  he  says  "  the  condition  annexed  being  both  im- 
possible at  the  time  of  imposing  it,  and  contra  bottos  mores,  the  legac}' 
was  simple  and  pure."  What  was  meant  by  "impossible"  it  is  hard 
to  say,  but  that  is  not  material.  All  that  is  of  importance  is  that  it 
was  treated  as  a  condition,  and  the  words  could  reasonably  be  so  con- 
strued. Wren  v.  Bradley,  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  49,  occasions  more  diffi- 
culty. There  was  first  a  gift  of  an  annuity  to  the  testator's  daughter 
subject  to  conditions  which  were  contra  bonos  mores.  Then  there  was 
a  gift  of  the  income  of  one-third  of  an  accumulated  fund  to  the  same 
daughter,  "during  such  time  as  she  shall  continue  to  live  apart  from 
her  said  husband  Abraham  Wren,"  and  then  came  a  condition  in  the 
form  of  a  subsequent  condition,  that  if  she  should  at  any  time  cohabit 
with  her  husband,  then  during  such  time  as  she  should  cohabit  with  him 
the  income  should  be  paid  to  other  persons.  It  was  proved  that  at  the 
date  of  the  will  she  was  living  apart  from  her  husband.  The  Vice- 
Chancellor  appears  to  have  been  impressed  by  that,  and  to  have  looked 
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at  the  gift  of  the  Income  as  an  immediate  gift  of  it  to  the  wife,  subject 
to  a  proviso  that  if  she  returned  to  cohabitation  the  trust  for  payment 
to  her  should  cease.  I  think  this  was  the  real  ground  of  his  decision, 
though  he  does  not  clearly  state  his  reasons.  I  think  his  view  must 
have  been  that,  she  being  at  the  time  separated  from  her  husband,  the 
gift  was  a  simple  gift  to  her  with  a  subsequent  condition  defeating  it 
if  she  returned  to  cohabitation.  If  that  construction  of  the  will  be 
adopted  as  correct  there  is  no  difficulty  about  the  decision,  for  as  to  the 
annuity  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  clearly  applied.  None  of  the  cases 
in  my  judgment  warrant  our  applying  it  here,  and  in  my  opinion  Mr. 
Justice  Kay  came  to  a  correct  conclusion.  The  gift  here  is  not  a  gift 
of  an  annuity  subject  to  a  condition,  but  a  limited  gift,  the  commence- 
ment and  duration  of  which  are  fixed  in  a  way  which  the  law  does  not 
allow. 

Bowen,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  the  date  of  the  will 
the  testator's  sister  was  living  with  her  husband.  The  testator  directs 
his  trustees  to  pay  to  her  during  such  time  as  she  may  live  apart  from 
her  husband,  before  the  testator's  son  attains  twenty-one,  £2  10s.  per 
week  for  her  maintenance  whilst  so  living  apart  from  her  husband. 
There  can  be  no  question  that  the  object  of  this  gift  was  to  promote 
separation,  an  object  which  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Kay  has  decided  that  the  gift  is  bad. 

The  argument  for  the  appellant  was  twofold.  First,  she  contended 
that  the  condition  was  subsequent  and  might  be  rejected,  leaving  the 
gift  absolute  ;  secondly,  that  if  it  was  a  condition  precedent,  this  being 
a  gift  out  of  pure  personalty,  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  applied  and 
the  gift  was  absolute,  for  which  Harvey  x.  Aston,  1  Atk.  3G1,  and 
Beynish  v.  Martin,  3  Atk.  330,  were  referred  to,  where  Lord  Ilard- 
wicke  states  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  and  the  extent  to  which  our 
courts  have  adopted  it.  There  is  a  great  distinction  in  our  law 
between  conditions  precedent  and  subsequent.  Lord  llardwicke,  in 
Beynish  v.  Martin,  says  (3  Atk.  332):  "The  civil  law  considering 
the  condition,  whether  precedent  or  subsequent,  as  unlawful,  and  abso- 
lutely void,  the  legacy  stands  pure  and  simple.  But  in  our  law,  where 
the  condition  is  precedent,  the  legatary  takes  nothing  till  the  condition 
is  performed,  and  consequently  has  no  right  to  come  and  demand  the 
legacy  ;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the  condition  is  subsequent,  for  in 
that  case  the  legatary  has  a  right,  and  the  court  will  decree  him  the 
legacy;  bat  this  difference  only  holds  where  the  legacy  is  a  charge  on 
the  real  assets,  and  therefore,  if  tins  hud  been  merely  a  personal  legacy, 

should  have  been  of  opinion  that  as  the  marriage  without  consent  would 
not  have  precluded  Mary  of  her  right  to  this  legacy  in  the  ecclesiastical 

court,  no  more  would  it  have  done  so  here:  and  to  this  purpose  several 
cases  were  cited,  which  are  taken  notice  of  in  the  case  of  Harvey  \- 
Aston,  and  which  I  shall  not  repeat,  but  refer  to  that  case  for  them." 
Accepting  that  as  law  with  respect  t<»  legacies  of  persona]  estate  on  a 
condition,  the  question  remains  whether  this  Is  a  legacy  on  a  condition. 
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If  not,  then,  unless  it  can  bo  shown  that  tho  rule  of  the  civil  law  ex- 
tends  to  limitations  as  well  as  to  conditions,  and  that  our  law  has 
adopted  it  to  that  extent,  the  rule  cannot  apply.  Is  there  here  a  con- 
dition? In  one  sense  the  gift  docs  contain  a  condition,  but  it  contains 
something  more  than  either  a  condition  precedent  or  a  condition  sub- 
sequent, and  must  be  held  to  create  a  limitation.  If  the  subject  of  gift 
here  had  been  real  estate,  this  would  have  been  a  limitation,  not  a  mere 
condition,  just  as  a  gift  to  a  woman  than  sola  vijeerit  is  a  conditional 
limitation,  not  a  mere  condition.  But  why  should  that  be  held  to  be  a 
mere  condition  in  the  case  of  personalty  which  is  not  so  in  the  case  of 
realty?  Here  the  sister's  living  apart  from  her  husband  is  the  measure 
of  the  gift  t«>  her,  and  if  that  be  taken  away,  the  quantum  of  the  gift  is 
altered.  This  was  the  ground  taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Kay.  No  authority 
has  been  cited  to  show  that  limitations  are  treated  by  the  civil  law  in 
the  same  way  as  conditions,  but  if  the}'  were  it  would  not  follow  that 
they  should  be  so  treated  in  our  courts.  This  is  a  gift  which  begins 
when  the  sister  begins  to  live  apart  from  her  husband,  continues  while 
she  lives  apart  from  him,  and  comes  to  an  end  when  she  ceases  to  live 
apart  from  him. 

As  regards  the  cases  cited.  Tennant  v.  Braie,  Toth.,  ed.  1820,  p.  78, 
is  a  case  of  a  gift  upon  condition,  though  it  is  so  meagrely  reported 
that  I  should  hesitate  before  acting  upon  it.  Brovm  v.  JJeck,  1  Eden, 
140,  appears  to  have  been  compromised  after  an  expression  of  opinion 
by  the  court.  Wren  v.  Bradley,  2  De  G.  &  Sm.  49,  is  a  peculiar  case. 
There  were  two  gifts,  the  first  of  which  was  clearly  a  gift  on  condition  ; 
the  second  gift  is  more  difficult.  I  think  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  con- 
sidered the  context  of  the  will  to  throw  light  on  the  second  gift,  and  to 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  a  gift  to  a  woman  who  was  at  the 
time  living  separate  from  her  husband,  with  a  condition  defeating  it  if 
she  returned  to  cohabitation.  The  cases  therefore  do  not  support  the 
view  that  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  is  to  be  extended  to  limitations, 
and  in  my  opinion  the  judge  below  came  to  a  right  conclusion.  One 
regrets  taking  away  a  dead  man's  bounty  from  the  object  of  it  under 
the  very  circumstances  in  which  he  intended  her  to  have  it,  but  we  must 
not  depart  from  the  law. 

Fkv,  L.  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.1 

l  Cf.  Crugef  v.  Phelps,  47  N.  Y.  Sup.  61  (1897). 
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HAWKE  v.   EUYART. 

Supreme  Court  of  Nebraska.     1890. 

[Reported  30  Neb.  149.] 

Appeal  from  the  district  court  for  Otoe  county.  Heard  below 
before  Field,  J. 

John  C.  Watson,  Frank  P.  Ireland,  and  L.  W.  Billingsley,  for 
appellant. 

M.  L.  ILtyicard,  contra. 

Cobb,  C.  J.  The  appellant  alleged  in  his  petition  to  the  county 
court  of  Otoe  county  that  he  was  the  son  and  heir  at  law  of  Robert 
Hawke,  late  of  said  county,  deceased,  whose  last  will  was  offered  for 
probate  by  Logan  Euyart  and  George  W.  Hawke,  executors  named 
therein,  and  that  he  appeared  and  objected  to  the  probate  of  said  will 
for  the  reasons : 

I.  That  no  citation  of  notice  was  issued  or  served  upon  him. 

II.  That  the  paper  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
deceased  was  not  his  will,  but  was  obtained  and  procured  by  circum- 
vention and  by  ruse  on  the  part  of  Logan  Euyart,  one  of  the  executors  ; 
that  the  will  is  void  so  far  as  appellant  is  concerned,  as  in  absolute 
restraint  of  marriage  and  against  public  policy,  and  that  deceased  was 
not,  at  the  time  of  making  it,  of  sufficient  testamentary  capacity  to 
make  a  will,  and  that  the  contingency  upon  which  its  bequest  to  appel- 
lant was  to  take  effect  was  too  remote. 

The  appellant  asked  that  if  the  will  be  admitted  to  probate,  the 
estate  depending  upon  the  marriage  condition  of  appellant  be  ordered 
to  immediately  take  effect,  absolved  from  the  condition  imposed,  and 
that  he  be  entitled  to  the  property  willed  to  him. 

Notice  having  been  given  by  publication  of  the  motion  to  admit  the 
will  to  probate,  there  was  a  hearing  in  the  county  court  on  June  20, 
1887.  Nathaniel  Adams  and  William  F.  N.  Houser  were  sworn  and 
examined  as  witnesses  to  the  will,  and  the  court  found  that  the  will  and 
the  several  codicils  thereto  were  duly  executed  by  Robert  Hawke,  who 
was,  at  the  time  of  executing  the  same,  of  full  age,  of  sound  mind  and 
memory,  and  not  under  restraint  or  under  influence  of  any  kind,  and 
was  competent  in  all  respects  to  devise  real  and  personal  estate  ;  that 
said  instrument  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  said  deceased  and 
ought  to  be  allowed  as  such,  and  that  the  persons  therein  named  as 
caters  arc  appointed  as  such  upon  giving  bond  in  the  sum  of 
$30,000,  with  sufficient  sureties  in  accordance  with  the  statute. 

To  all  Of  which  the  appellant  objected  and  took  his  appeal  to  the 
district  court. 

There  was  a  stipulation  by  the  parties,  proponents  and  contestant, 
that  the  appeal  should  apply  and  extend  only  to  the  matter  of  the  be- 
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quest  to  William  Ilawke,  and  should  not  in  an)-  way  affect  the  other 
devisees  and  legatees  o\'  the  estate,  the  contestant  asking  no  greater 
amount  than  is  given  him  in  the  will,  and  he  appeals  only  from  the 
conditions  and  restrictions  attached  to  such  bequest. 

There  was  a  trial  in  the  district  court,  July  10,  1888,  in  which  the 
proceedings  of  the  county  court  were  affirmed,  and  the  petition  of 
the  appellant  was  dismissed,  to  which  exceptions  were  taken,  and 
the  appeal  brought  into  this  court. 

The  bequest  to  appellant  under  the  will  dated  Februar}'  16,  1884,  is 
as  follows  : 

"  Item  Third.  I  give  devise  and  bequeath  to  the  executors  of  this 
my  will,  hereafter  nominated  and  appointed,  and  to  the  survivors  or 
survivor  of  them,  all  that  certain  piece  or  parcel  of  land  situate  in  the 
county  of  Otoe,  and  state  of  Nebraska,  known  and  described  as  the 
northwest  quarter  of  section  six,  township  eight  north,  of  range  four- 
teen east,  of  the  sixth  principal  meridian,  containing  one  hundred  and 
seventy-four  and  one-half  acres,  more  or  less,  together  with  the  tene- 
ments, hereditaments,  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging,  or  in 
anywise  appertaining,  and  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  in  money 
in  trust,  nevertheless,  and  to  and  for  the  uses,  interests,  and  purposes 
hereinafter  limited,  described,  and  declared  ;  that  is  to  sa}',  upon  the 
trust  that  my  said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  shall, 
within  six  months  after  mj'  decease,  enter  into  and  upon  the  above 
mentioned  and  last  described  lands  and  tenements,  and  lease  and  to 
farm  let  the  same  to  a  good,  careful,  capable,  honest,  and  industrious 
tenant  or  tenants,  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  m}T  said  executors, 
or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  shall  deem  meet  and  just,  and  out 
of  the  rents  and  profits  arising  from  said  lands,  first,  pay  and  discharge 
all  taxes,  revenue,  duties,  and  assessments  of  every  name  and  nature 
legally  imposed,  levied,  and  assessed  thereon. 

"  Second.  Make  all  necessary  and  proper  repairs  to  the  buildings, 
fences,  and  enclosures,  including  painting  of  buildings  and  pruning  of 
all  orchards,  trees,  and  shrubs  growing  on  said  premises,  and  embrac- 
ing the  replanting  of  fruit  trees  if  destroyed  b}'  the  elements,  to  the 
extent  of  preventing  the  premises  deteriorating  in  value  or  going  to 
waste;  and  any  balance  of  such  rents,  issues,  and  profits  remaining  to 
invest  in  some  good  six  per  cent  interest  bearing  security  issued  by 
Otoe  county,  in  the  state  of  Nebraska,  or  in  securities  issued  by  said 
county  legally  bearing  a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  six  per  cent  per 
annum ;  and  in  like  securities  my  said  executors,  or  the  survivors  or 
survivor  of  them,  are  hereby  directed  to  invest  the  said  sum  of  $10,000 
and  the  income  thereupon,  less  such  sum  or  sums  as  shall  be  required 
to  pay  the  taxes  and  assessments  levied  and  assessed  on  the  trust  funds 
so  held  by  them  as  aforesaid,  to  be  in  like  manner  invested  from  time 
to  time  for  the  period  of  ten  years  from  the  time  of  m}-  decease.  In 
the  event  my  executors  shall  not  be  able  to  procure  the  class  of  securi- 
ties above  mentioned  for  the  investment  of  such  trust  funds,  then  they, 
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or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  may  invest  such  trust  funds  and 
the  accumulations  therefrom  in  bonds  or  other  securities  legally  issued 
by  the  state  of  Nebraska,  bearing  at  least  six  per  cent  per  annum  in- 
terest, or  in  bonds  or  promissory  notes  secured  by  a  first  mortgage  on 
lands  situate  in  Otoe  county,  under  improvement,  as  farms,  of  at  least 
double  the  value  of  the  amount  of  the  mortgage,  exclusive  of  the  build- 
ings, fences,  and  enclosures,  bearing  interest  at  not  less  than  seven  per 
cent  per  annum,  payable  annually.     And  in  case,  at  the  end  of  ten% 
years  from  my  decease,  my  son  "William  Hawke  shall  have  become,  in 
the  judgment  of  my  said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
permanently  and  thoroughly  reformed  of  his  intemperate  habits,  of  his 
immoral  consortings  and  evil  associations,  and  shall  then  be  living  with 
evident  promise  to  continue  so  to  live,  during  the  remainder  of  his  life, 
a   virtuous,   industrious,  temperate  and  commendable  life,    then   and 
thereupon,  within  twelve  months  after  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from 
my  decease,  my  said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  are 
hereby  directed  and  required  to  convey  the  lands  and  premises  herein- 
above last  mentioned  in  item  third  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament, 
with  the  tenements  and  appurtenances,  to  my  said  son  William  Hawke, 
and  pay  over,  assign,  transfer,  set  over,  and  deliver  to  him,  ray  said 
son  William  Hawke,  the  securities  held  by  them,  or  by  either  of  them, 
together  with  all  moneys,  rents,  interest,  and  profits,  representing  the 
said  sum  of  §10,000  held  in  trust  as  aforesaid,  and  the  unexpended  in- 
come arising  therefrom,  and  the  net  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  said 
real  estate  during  said  period;  Provided,  nevertheless,  further,  That 
such  trust  property  and  funds  shall   not   be   transferred  by  my  said 
executors,    or   by  the   survivors   or   survivor  of  them,  until  my  said 
executors,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  shall  have  satisfactory 
proof  and  evidence  that  ray  said  son  William  Hawke  has  permanently 
freed  himself  from  all  influence,  connections,  associations,  cohabita- 
tions, and  relations  of  every  name,  character,  and  description  of  and 
witli  a  certain  notorious  and  disreputable  woman  known  by  the  name 
of  Mrs.  Sadie  Gladstone,  and  with  all  relatives,  friends,  and  intimates 
of  that  woman.     It  being  my  imperative  command  that  no  part,  parcel 
or  portion  of  such  trust  funds,  or  of  any  other  part  or  portion  of  ray 
worldly  goods  or  estate,  shall  come  to  the  hands  of,  or  be  used,  or 
applied  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  said  woman  Sadie  Gladstone  under  any 
circumstances  or  conditions  whatsoever. 

"Ami  i>r<>ri.did  further,  That  in  the  event  my  said  son  "William 
Hawke  should,  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  my 
death,  through  illness  or  otherwise,  become  so  impoverished  as  to  be 
liable  to  become  a  public  charge!,  then  ray  executors,  or  the  survivors 
or  survivor  of  them,  are  authorized  and  empowered  out  of  the  rents, 
issues,  and  profits,  and  the  income  of  said  trust  property  and  trust 
funds  from  time  to  time  to  afford  and  provide  him  such  reasonable, 
necessary  support  and  raiment  as  they  shall  deem  just  and  proper 
under  the  circumstances,   but  they  are  not   to  furnish  any  money  or 
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other  means  to  gratify   the  cravings  for  intoxicating  liquors  or  for 
immoral  associations,  .  .  . 

"  But  in  the  event  of  my  said  son  "William  Ilawke  shall  leave  issue  of 
his  body  him  surviving,  born  of  a  respectable  maternal  parent  in  law- 
ful wedlock,  and  not  horn  of  the  said  Mrs.  Sadie  Gladstone,  then  I 
order,  direct,  and  require  my  said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor 
of  them,  to  use,  from  time  to  time  as  they  may  deem  proper,  out  of 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  and  income  of  said  trust  propert}^  and 
trust  funds,  to  afford  a  comfortable  support,  including  raiment  and  edu- 
cation for  such  child  or  children  of  my  said  son  William  Ilawke,  until 
such  child  or  children  shall  attain  the  age  respectively  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  upon  reaching  that  age,  or  marrying,  if  a  female  or  females, 
my  executors  are  authorized  and  empowered  to  make  such  reasonable 
advancement,  in  their  discretion,  as  the  circumstances  and  position  in 
life  of  such  child  or  children  of  my  said  son  William  Hawke  shall  seem 
to  justify  out  of  the  profits  and  income  which  have  arisen  from  such 
trust  propert}'  and  trust  funds,  and  upon  attaining  the  age  of  thirty- 
three  years  respectively,  said  real  estate  and  funds  so  held  in  trust  as 
aforesaid  to  be  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  less  any  advancement 
made,  from  each  share  respectively,  between  such  children  of  my  said 
son,  and  their  heirs  by  representation  ;  Provided  always,  That  my 
executors,  or  any  of  them,  shall  not,  with  any  funds,  money,  or  prop- 
erty coming  from  my  estate,  aid,  maintain,  or  support,  or  assist  therein, 
directly  or  indirectly,  any  child  or  children  by  my  son  begotten  on  the 
body  of  the  said  notorious  and  disreputable  woman  Mrs.  Sadie  Glad- 
stone, whether  born  in  lawful  wedlock  or  not. 

"And  if  the  heirs  of  his  body  surviving  my  son  William  Hawke  shall 
be  born  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sadie  Gladstone,  then  said  trust  prop- 
erty and  trust  funds  shall  be  distributed  and  disposed  of  by  my  said 
executors,  as  hereinabove  directed,  the  same  as  if  mj*  said  son  William 
Ilawke  had  died  without  issue,  him  surviving. 

"  In  the  event  my  son  William  Hawke  should  fail  to  reform  his 
intemperate  habits,  and  from  his  immoral  consortings  and  evil  associa- 
tions, or  otherwise  refuse  to  comply  with  the  conditions  upon  which 
my  executors  are  authorized  and  required  to  convey  the  real  estate 
described  and  the  $10,000,  with  the  net  rents,  issues,  profits,  and  in- 
come thereof  mentioned  in  this  item  third  of  my  last  will  and  testament, 
then  and  in  that  case  it  is  my  will  and  I  order  and  direct  my  said 
executors  to  hold  said  premises  and  trust  funds  with  the  net  accumula- 
tion therefrom  invested  and  rented  as  aforesaid,  and  out  of  the  proceeds 
thereof,  from  time  to  time  as  required,  use  sufficient,  if  my  said  son's 
circumstances  shall  require  it,  to  pay  and  discharge  the  expenses  for  a 
comfortable  maintenance  and  support  during  his  natural  life,  or  until 
he  shall  have  complied  with  all  the  conditions  and  furnished  the  evi- 
dence to  entitle  him  to  a  conveyance  and  assignment  from  my  said 
executors  to  said  trust  property  and  trust  funds  with  the  accumulation 
thereof,  as  is  hereinabove  provided  and  directed,  when,  although  more 
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than  ten  years  shall  have  passed  since  ray  decease  before  the  conditions 
aforesaid  have  been  complied  with  by  my  said  son  "William  Hawke,  my 
said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  will  and  shall  convey 
and  assign  said  trust  property  and  trust  funds  and  the  accumulations 
therefrom  upon  the  express  condition,  however,  that  such  conveyance 
and  assignment  of  said  property  and  trust  funds  and  the  accumulations 
therefrom  shall  be  void,  and  the  property  thereby  conveyed  and  as- 
signed shall  revert  to  my  said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  or  to  my  said  wife  and  daughters,  if  all  my  executors  shall  then 
be  dead,  they  thereupon  shall  be  repossessed  thereof,  the  same  as  if 
said  conveyance  and  assignments,  had  never  been  made,  if  my  said  son 
William  Hawke  shall,  at  any  time  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
said  convevance  and  assignment,  marry  or  cohabit  with  the  said  noto- 
rious and  disreputable  woman  Mrs.  Sadie  Gladstone,  and  he,  my  said 
son  William  Hawke,  having  failed  or  refused  to  comply  with  such  con- 
ditions, and  failed  to  receive  a  conveyance  and  assignment  of  such 
trust  property  and  trust  funds,  after  the  death  of  my  said  son  William 
Hawke,  my  said  executors,  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  are 
directed  and  required  to  distribute  such  trust  property  and  trust  funds, 
witli  their  accumulations,  to  my  wife,  Elizabeth  A.  Hawke,  and  daugh- 
ters, Ella  Spencer,  Lulu  Hawke  Rector  and  Minnie  Hawke,  and  to 
their  heirs  by  representation,  share  and  share  alike,  at  the  time  and  in 
the  manner  hereinabove  directed ;  Provider/,  No  part  thereof  shall 
descend  to  the  heir  or  heirs  of  my  son  William  Hawke  begotten  on  the 
body  of  the  said  Sadie  Gladstone." 

The  first  codicil  to  the  will  of  Robert  Hawke  was  executed  on 
July  29,  1885,  and  the  second  and  last  codicil  is  dated  March  8,  1887, 
so  that  the  last  date  is  the  completion  and  publication  of  the  will.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  devises  to,  and  provisions  in  favor  of,  the 
appellant  are  made  to  depend  upon  certain  conditions.  These  are,  first, 
that  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator  the 
appellant  should  have  become,  in  the  opinion  and  judgment  of  the 
executors,  permanently  and  thoroughly  reformed  of  intemperate  and 
evil  habits,  his  immoral  consortings  and  associations,  and  should  then 
be  living  with  evident  promise  to  continue  to  live,  for  the  remainder  of 
his  life,  a  virtuous,  temperate,  and  commendable  life. 

Second,  that  the  executors  should  have  satisfactory  proof  and  evi- 
dence that  the  appellant  had  permanently  freed  himself  of  all  influences, 
connections,  associations,  cohabitations,  and  relations  of  every  name, 
character,  and  description  with  Mrs.  Sadie  Gladstone. 

After  the  argument  of  this  ease,  and  at  the  consultation  of  the  court, 
we  were  all  of  the  opinion  that  the  first  conditions  imposed  in  the  testa- 
tor's will  were  valid  and  binding  on  the  executors  and  on  t lie  legatee; 
but  that  those  of  the  second  class,  in  view  of  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances given  in  evidence,  were  void  as  against  the  public  policy  of  the 
state  and  could  not  be  sanctioned. 

While  the  will  itself  was  executed  and  bears  date  of  Fcbruarv  Hi, 
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1 S S  4 ,  there  is  a  codicil  to  it,  which,  to  all  intents  and  legal  purposes, 
republished  and  executed  the  will  on  the  29th  day  of  July,  188.r). 

It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  is  not  disputed,  that  the 
appellant  was  married  to  Mrs.  Sadie  Gladstone  on  the  lGth  of  Septem- 
ber, 188  4.  It  is  to  be  mentioned,  not  as  a  controlling  fact,  that  while 
there  is  an  entire  absence  of  direct  evidence  on  the  subject,  yet  from 
all  the  evidence,  and  from  the  legal  inferences  to  be  drawn,  there  is  a 
strong  presumption  that  the  marriage  of  the  appellant  with  Mrs.  Glad- 
stone was  known  to  the  testator  at  the  time  of  the  last  publication  of 
his  will.  That  condition  had  taken  its  place  for  two  years  and  six 
months  prior  to  the  last  fact.  As  to  the  rule  in  this  instance,  see  Van 
Cortlandt  v.  Kip,  1  Hill,  500:  "  Where  a  codicil  is  so  executed  as  to 
operate  a  republication  of  the  will,  both  should  be  read  and  construed 
together  as  one  entire  instrument."  See,  also,  Brimmer  v.  Sothier, 
1  (  lushing,  118  ;  Neff's  Appeal,  48  Pa.  St.  501 ;  Snowhill  v.  Snowhill, 
3  Zabriskic,  447. 

The  question  then  is  not  wholby  whether  the  exactions  of  the  will 
that  the  appellant  shall  have  freed  himself  of  all  the  influences  and 
associations  of  Mrs.  Gladstone,  but  are  in  restraint  and  in  the  continu- 
ation of  the  marriage  relation,  the  same  having  been  entered  into  as 
stated. 

I  think  there  can  be  no  doubt,  either  as  a  question  of  reason  from 
moral  premises,  or  of  legal  authorit}-,  not  only  that  such  condition  is 
void,  but  having  been  declared  void  it  leaves  the  bequest  of  the  testator 
operative  the  same  as  though  the  condition  had  not  been  sought  to  be 
made  bj  will.  (See  Roper  on  Legacies,  757,  and  cases  cited;  Conrad 
v.  Long,  33  Mich.  78 ;  Wren  v.  Bradley,  2  De  Gex  &  Smales,  4(J  ; 
Brown  v.  Peck,  1  Eden,  140 ;  Tennant  v.  Braie,  Tothill  [ed.  1820], 
77.) 

These  authorities,  cited  b}'  counsel  for  appellant,  are  directly  to  the 
point  stated  and  seem  to  be  conclusive  of  it.  Had  the  devisee  not 
been  lawfully  married  at  the  date  of  the  last  publication  of  the  will  of 
the  testator,  I  should  be  of  the  opinion  that,  under  the  arguments  and 
authorities  of  the  counsel  for  appellees,  the  peculiar  conditions  of  the 
will  here  considered  would  be  upheld  ;  but  wholly  otherwise  when  the 
marriage  had  been  solemnized  before  the  publication  of  the  will. 

The  decree  of  the  district  court  is  reversed  and  the  cause  is  remanded 
with  a  direction  to  that  court  to  enter  a  decree  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion.  Judgment  accordingly. 

The  other  judges  concur. 
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RE   HAIGHT. 

Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  Appellate  Division.     1900. 

[Reported  51  A7.  Y.  App.  Div.  310.] 

Appeal  by  Benjamin  Haight,  a  legatee  under  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Augustus  Holly  Haight,  deceased,  from  an  order  of 
the  Surrogate's  Court  of  the  county  of  Orange,  entered  in  said  Sur- 
rogate's Court  on  the  23d  day  of  January,  1899,  denying  his  motion 
to  amend  a  decree  of  said  Surrogate's  Court,  entered  in  said  court 
on  the  10th  day  of  November,  1880,  and  to  require  Edward  Haight, 
as  trustee,  etc.,  of  Augustus  Holly  Haight,  deceased,  to  pay  over 
to  him  all  the  income  of  the  residuary  estate  held  in  trust  for  said 
Benjamin  Haight,  and  also  from  a  decree  bearing  date  the  26th  day 
of  June,  1899,  and  entered  in  said  Surrogate's  Court,  overruling 
his  objections  to  the  intermediate  accounting  of  Edward  Haight,  as 
trustee,  and  settling  the  accounts  of  said  trustee. 

William  R.   Wilder,  for  the  appellant. 

G.  D.  B.  Hasbroucfr,  for  Edward  Haight,  trustee,  respondent. 

Henry  Bacon,  for  Joseph  Merritt,  special  guardian,  respondent. 

IIikschberg,  J.  Augustus  Holly  Haight  died  on  the  10th  day  of 
April,  1879,  leaving  a  will  and  codicil  which  were  admitted  #to  probate 
in  Orange  county  on  the  eighth  day  of  Ma}*  following.  He  named 
Louis  Haight,  Edward  Haight  and  James  G.  Roe  executors  and 
trustees,  and  letters  testamentary  were  duly  issued  to  them.  They 
thereafter  filed  an  account  in  the  Surrogate's  Court,  and  a  decree  was 
rendered  on  such  accounting  on  the  10th  day  of  November,  1880. 
Louis  Haight  died  in  1894  and  James  G.  Roe  in  1890,  and  Edward 
Haight  has  since  acted  as  sole  trustee.  He  has  presented  an  inter- 
mediate account  of  his  proceedings,  and  the  same  has  been  settled 
by  the  surrogate  of  Orange  county  in  a  decree  dated  January  23, 
1899.  The  testator  left  no  widow  and  but  one  child,  Benjamin 
Haight,  and  these  appeals  are  taken  b}-  Benjamin  from  the  last 
decree,  and  from  an  order  denying  his  motion  to  amend  and  modify 
the  first  decree  in  so  far  as  it  limited  Ilia  right  to  the  income  of  the 
estate  to  the  sum  of  $2,000  per  annum,  and  to  require  the  payment 
to  him  of  all  of  said   income. 

Among  other  bequests  the  testator  gives  to  his  executors  the  sum 
of  $x,000  in  trust  for  his  sister,  Sarah  J.  Smith,  during  life,  and  the 
sum  of  $8,000  in  trust  for  Maria  Crassons  during  life,  the  principal 
in  each  instance  to  revert  to  the  residue  of  the  estate  on  the  death 
of  the  beneficiary.  The  will  contains  this  provision  for  the  testa- 
tor's son:  "All  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  to  my  executors, 
hereinafter  named,   in  trust  however,   and   to  and  for  the   following 
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uses  and  purposes,  namely  :  to  invest  the  same  and  to  keep  the  same 
invested,  and  to  pay  the  income  therefrom  to  my  son,  Benjamin 
Haight,  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life;  but  it  is  my 
will  thai  so  long  as  the  present  wife  of  my  said  son  shall  be  living 
and  he  shall  be  lawfully  bound  to  her  as  a  husband,  the  income  to 
be  paid  to  my  said  son  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  two  thousand 
dollars  in  any  one  year ;  and  that  in  ease  of  the  death  of  said  wife, 
or  in  ease  of  his  ceasing  to  be  bound  to  her  as  a  lawful  husband, 
then  the  whole  of  said  income  is  to  be  paid  over  to  my  said  son  during 
bis  natural  life." 

No  disposition  is  made  by  the  will  of  the  annual  income  which  shall 
be  in  excess  of  $2,000  during  the  life  of  Benjamin  Ilaight's  wife  and 
the  continuance  of  their  marriage  relations  ;  but  on  the  death  of  the 
son  leaving  a  child  or  children  surviving,  the  executors  are  directed 
to  apply  the  income  to  the  maintenance,  support  and  education  of 
such  child  or  children  during  minority,  and  to  pay  over  the  princi- 
pal equally  to  each  child  on  the  attainment  of  its  majority;  and 
should  the  son  die  without  leaving  a  child  surviving  and  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  the  estate  is  to  be  paid  in  equal 
shares  to  the  children  of  the  testator's  brother  and  sister. 

Benjamin  Haight  married  on  the  21st  day  of  August,  1877,  and 
the  will  was  made  two  days  afterward.  At  the  time  of  the  first  set- 
tlement and  for  several  years  afterward  the  income  of  the  residue 
did  not  amount  to  $2,000  a  year ;  but  during  a  few  years  past  it  has 
been  slightly  in  excess  of  that  sum,  and  the  excess  is  expected  to 
increase  in  consequence  of  the  termination  of  the  trusts  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  testator's  sister  and  of  Maria  Crassous.  The  former  died 
July  2,  1891,  and  the  latter  January  16,  1899,  having  each  received 
the  income  of  the  respective  trusts  in  full,  without  any  deduction 
for  commissions.  By  the  decree  of  November  10,  1880,  the  execu- 
tors and  trustees  were  directed  to  pay  the  income  arising  from  the 
residue  of  the  estate,  less  commissions,  to  Benjamin  Haight  to  the 
amount  of  $2,000  per  year,  in  the  words  of  the  decree  "as  long  as 
the  present  wife  of  the  said  Benjamin  Haight  shall  live,  or  as  long 
as  the  said  Benjamin  Haight  shall  be  lawfully  bound  to  her  as  a 
husband  ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  said  wife,  or  in  case  said 
Benjamin  Haight  shall  cease  to  be  bound  to  her  as  a  husband,  then 
said  executors  are  hereby  ordered  ami  directed  to  pay  over  to  said 
Benjamin  Haight  the  whole  of  the  interest  and  income  arising  from 
said  rest  and  residue  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life." 
Benjamin  Haight  was  a  party  to  the  proceedings  on  the  first  account- 
ing, was  then  of  full  age,  and  no  appeal  was  ever  taken  from  the 
decree. 

The  appellant  insists  that  the  provision  of  his  father's  will  which 
makes  his  enjoyment  of  the  whole  of  the  income  dependent  on  the 
termination  of  his  marriage  relations  is  void  as  in  contravention  of 
good    morals   and    public   policy,    and    that    he   may   now   raise   the 
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question  notwithstanding  the  decree  of  November  10,  1880.     I  have 
concluded  that  he  is  correct  on  both  points.1 

As  to  the  first  point,  the  condition  must  be  held  void  if  its  manifest 
object  was  to  induce  Benjamin  Haight  to  take  such  steps  as  might  be 
necessary  in  order  that  he  should  cease  to  be  lawfully  bound  to  his 
wife  as  a  husband  ;  in  other  words,  to  obtain,  or  provoke  and  so 
occasion,  a  legal  divorce  or  separation,  either  in  this  State  or  in  some 
other  jurisdiction.  If  any  other  and  innocent  construction  can  be 
placed  upon  the  condition,  it  is  of  course  to  be  adopted.  But  the 
will  was  made  directly  after  the  marriage  of  testator's  son,  and  the 
condition  must  be  regarded  as  made  in  hostility  to  that  union,  and  in 
the  hope  of  destroying  it  in  so  far  as  that  object  could  be  accomplished 
by  offering  money  by  way  of  a  premium  or  reward.  It  is  true  that  the 
condition  is  not  in  so  many  words  that  the  son  shall  procure  or  suffer 
a  divorce  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  the  entire  income,  but  the  precise 
effect  of  such  an  express  condition  is  produced  by  a  provision  which 
gives  him  the  entire  income  when  such  a  divorce  is  procured  or  suffered. 
If  the  former  offends  public  morals  and  contravenes  public  policy,  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why  the  latter  does  not  also.  "  It  is  a  general  principle, 
well  settled."  said  Mr.  Justice  Ingraham  in  Wright  v.  Meyer  (47  App. 
Div.  601,  606),  "that  conditions  annexed  to  a  gift,  the  tendency  of 
which  is  to  induce  the  husband  and  wife  to  live  separate,  or  to  be 
divorced,  are,  upon  grounds  of  public  policy  and  public  morals,  void." 
In  Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson  (L.  R.  [12  Eq.]  604)  the  testatrix  gave  the 
residue  of  her  property  to  her  niece,  with  a  direction  that  all  interest 
should  pass  under  the  will  as  upon  the  death  of  the  niece,  should  she 
not  cease  to  reside  in  Skipton  within  eighteen  months  of  testatrix's 
death.  The  husband  of  the  niece  resided  at  Skipton,  and  the  court 
considered  the  provision  to  be  a  manifest  attempt  to  induce  the  legatee 
to  leave  her  husband,  the  vice-chancellor  saying  (p.  608) :  "The  con- 
dition is  a  vicious  one,  and  that  being  so,  I  have  no  difficulty  in 
declaring  that  it  is  void."  In  Broion  v.  Peck  (1  Eden  Ch.  140)  the 
testator  provided  that  if  his  niece  lived  with  her  husband  she  should 
receive  two  pounds  per  month  from  the  estate,  but  if  she  lived  from 
him  and  with  her  mother  the  executors  should  allow  her  five  pounds 
]MT  month.  The  legacy  at  five  pounds  per  month  was  held  to  be  good, 
divested  of  the  condition,  the  latter  being  void  as  contra  bono*  mores. 
In  Tenant  v.  Braie  (Totu.  76)  the  same  disposition  was  made  of  a 
bequest  to  a  daughter,  conditioned  >vif  she  will  be  divorced  from  her 
husband."  In  Conradv.  Long  {S3  Mich.  78)  a  condition  annexed  to 
a  devise  sraa  held    void  which  was   to  take  effect   when  the  devisee 

'•should  conclude  not   to  live  with   her  present    husband."      In    WhUon 

v.  Harmon  (54  I  Inn,  552)  a  like  provision  was  held  to  be  void,  the 

devise  being  to  a  -on  ••  for  and  during  tin'  term  of  his  natural  life,  or 
while   he   shall    live    separately    from    his   present    wife."     (See,  also, 

1  The  part  of  the  opinion  which  <itaiH  with  the  Mcond  point  is  omitted. 
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Potter  v.  McAlpine,  8  Dem.  108,  cited  in  W/u'ton  v.  Harmon,  supra, 
555.)  In  O'H-irn  v.  Barkley  (78  Hun,  009;  S.  C,  fully  reported  in 
28  N  V.  Supp.  L049)  the  authorities  on  the  subject  arc  collated  in  a 
very  elaborate  ami  able  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Kellogg.  In  that 
case  a  trust  created  for  testator's  daughter  for  life  "provided,  however, 
and  on  the  express  condition  that  she  do  not,  at  any  time  after  my 
decease,  associate,  cohabit  or  live"  with  her  husband,  was  declared  to 
be  wholly  void,  :is  having  no  other  object  than  to  effectuate  testator's 
design  to  separate  the  husband  and  wife,  and  the  daughter,  therefore, 
took  the  life  estate  discharged  of  the  void  condition. 

In  the  light  of  these  decisions  and  the  man}-  cases  of  similar  import 
cited  in  the  opinions,  aud  in  view  of  the  mischief  apprehended,  I  can 
but  conclude  that  there  is  no  difference  in  spirit  and  principle  between 
a  gift  made  expressly  dependent  upon  the  procurement  of  a  divorce, 
and  one  which  is  made  payable  only  in  the  event  of  a  divorce.  The 
one  invites  the  divorce  directly  and  in  terras,  while  the  other  incites 
it  by  the  offer  of  a  premium.  The  end  desired  by  the  donor  is  the 
same,  viz.,  to  induce  the  separation  or  divorce,  and  the  means  em- 
ployed must  be  regarded  as  objectionable  whatever  form  or  language 
may  be  employed,  so  long  as  it  is  apparent  that  the  sole  object  of 
the  donor  is  to  encourage  that  result,  and  the  means  employed  are 
calculated  to  promote  it. 

I  have  found  no  cases  to  the  contrary  of  the  principle  stated,  but  in 
Born  v.  Horstmann  (80  Cal.  452)  and  in  Thayer  v.  Spear  (58  Vt. 
327)  provisions  similar  to  the  one  under  consideration  were  held  valid, 
where  made  for  the  benefit  of  a  wife  to  meet  the  deprivation  of  sup- 
port incident  to  widowhood  or  to  the  legal  termination  of  her  marital 
relations.  In  each  case  increased  financial  provision  was  made  by 
will  for  a  daughter  in  the  event  of  her  becoming  a  widow  or  otherwise 
becoming  lawfully  separated  from  her  husband.  The  courts  found  the 
intention  to  be  in  each  case  only  to  provide  for  the  daughter  in  case 
she  were  deprived  of  her  husband's  support  and  made  dependent  upon 
her  own  resources,  whether  by  his  death  or  as  the  result  of  a  lawful 
divorce  or  separation.  The  manifest  object  of  the  provision  was  not 
to  induce  or  invite  a  divorce  or  separation,  but  to  provide  for  the 
widow  or  the  divorced  wife,  as  the  case  might  be,  in  the  event  of 
the  happening  of  either  calamity.  In  the  California  case  the  court 
said  (p.  459) :  "  Not  only  may  there  be  a  good  and  sufficient  reason 
...  for  providing  that  the  legatee  shall  not  have  the  bulk  of  the 
property  until  she  is  deprived  of  the  support  of  a  husband,  but  there 
may  be  the  best  of  reasons  for  placing  the  same  in  such  condition  that 
she  cannot  be  improperly  induced  by  a  worthless  or  profligate  husband 
to  squander  it,  while  she  continues  to  be  his  wife,  and,  it  may  be, 
under  his  influence  and  control.  We  think  such  a  condition  in  a  will 
is  not  only  valid,  but  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  it  may  be  just 
and  commendable."  In  the  Vermont  case  the  court  said  (p.  329)  : 
"  The  first  object  is  to  ascertain,  if  possible,  what  the  intention  of  the 
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testatrix  was ;  and  we  find  no  difficulty  in  reaching  the  conclusion  that 
it  was  to  have  her  estate  disposed  of  just  as  it  has  been  by  the  Probate 
Court.  It  was  a  wise  and  prudent  provision  to  make  for  her  daughter. 
"While  she  should  remain  a  wife,  her  husband  would  be  under  obliga- 
tion to  support  her,  and  hence  the  income,  only,  was  absolutely  left 
her  during  the  continuance  of  that  relation  ;  but  when  she  should  cease 
to  be  a  wife,  and  so  become  dependent  upon  her  own  resources,  it 
was  just  and  wise  to  provide  that  she  should  have  the  entire  estate." 
Neither  the  reasoning  nor  the  legal  attitude  of  the  parties  concerned 
toward  each  other  renders  these  cases  controlling  or  influential  in  this 
instance.  The  increased  provision  is  made  in  the  case  at  bar  to  take 
effect  at  a  time  when  the  pecuniary  obligations  of  the  beneficiary  are 
lessened,  and  the  duty  of  support  which  the  husband  owes  the  wife  has 
no  reciprocal  existence.  The  cases  cited  are  analogous  to  Cooper  v. 
Rem  sen  (3  Johns.  Ch.  382),  where  a  legacy  was  upheld  which  was 
designed  to  provide  for  the  testator's  daughter  during  the  continuance 
of  a  separation  from  her  husband  actually  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  will. 

If  the  condition  is  void,  it  follows  that  Benjamin  Haight  is  entitled 
to  the  entire  income.  This  is  so  whether  the  condition  be  regarded  as 
precedent  or  subsequent.  The  whole  estate  appears  to  be  invested  in 
personal  securities.  A  subsequent  void  condition  could  not,  of  course, 
destroy  an  estate  already  vested.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  con- 
dition is  precedent  in  its  character,  and  would,  therefore,  work  a 
forfeiture  of  the  gift  in  excess  of  $2,000  annually,  at  the  common  law, 
yet  in  equity  and  under  the  civil  law,  though  the  condition  is  void  the 
gift  is  good.  "  With  respect  to  legacies  out  of  personal  estate,  the 
civil  law,  which  in  this  respect  has  been  adopted  by  courts  of  equity, 
differs  in  some  respects  from  the  common  law  in  its  treatment  of 
conditions  precedent ;  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  being  that  where  a  con- 
dition precedent  is  originally  impossible  ...  or  is  illegal  as  involving 
malum  prohibitum,  the  bequest  is  absolute,  just  as  if  the  condition 
had  been  subsequent."  (2  Jarm.  Wills  [6th  Am.ed.],  15.  See,  also, 
2  Williams  Exrs.  [7th  Am.ed.]  1264.)  "When,  however,  the  ille- 
gality of  the  condition  does  not  concern  any  thing  malum  in  se,  but 
is  merely  against  a  rule  or  the  policy  of  law,  the  condition  only  is 
void,  and  the  bequest  single  and  good."     (1  Roper  Leg.  757.)  l 

1  Rut   see  Stockton  v.    Weber,  08   Cal.  433   (1893)  (Condition  to  obtain  special 

Xoti  01  Conrnon  m  Ki;»traint  01  Marriage.  —  Conditions  restraining 
marriage  absolutely  are  subsequent  in  their  nature.  Such  conditions  are  void.  This 
seems  never  to  have  been  distinctly  held  as  to  real  estate  in  England.  But  see  Perrin 
v.  Lyon,  9  Eut,  170,  [85  (1807)  ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  1  Q.  II.  I>  579,  282  (1876)  ;  S  Jarm. 
Willi  (6th  ed.),  892,  —  cf,  however,  BeUair*  v.  BeUair$,  L  K.  18  Kq.  510  (1874); 
<■„,,,,,,.  v.  Stwiih  '■,  10  I'a.  :;•'»<>  ilHJ'.i).  S.-e  Otis  v  I'm,,,,  10  <.r:iy,  681  (185K)  ;  Ran- 
dnll  v.  MttrbU,QR  Me.  810  (1879);  WUliamt  v.  Cowden,  18  Mo.  '211  (1850).  It  has 
been,  however,  so  held  in  cases  of  personalty.    MorUjf  v.  Id  nnMson,  2  Hare,  570 
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and  of  ;i    mixed  fund  made  up  of  tlie  proceeds  of  realty  and  personalty. 
»v.  B         t,  L  K.  18  Eq.  610(1874) ;  see  Kennedy  v.  Alexander, 21  App.  1).  C. 
424  (1 

When  the  language  of  the  will  shows  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  not  to 
restrain  marriage,  but  to  furnish  a  maintenance  to  the  devisee  or  legatee  while  single,  a 
provision  confining  a  devise  or  legacy  to  the  period  during  which  the  devisee  or  legatee 
remains  single,  is  valid.     This  has  been  held  in  the  case  of  real  estate.     Jones  V.  Jones, 

1  (,>.  15.  1)  279  (1876);  Mann  v.  Jackson,  84  Me.  400  (1892);  Harlow  v.  BaUey,  189 
Mass.  208  (1906).  Cf.  Bennett  v.  Robinson,  10  Watts,  348  (1840).  In  personal  prop, 
erty  the  Bame  principle  seems  to  be  adopted,  though  it  is  commonly  put  in  a  more 
formal  and  less  rational  shape  ;  viz.,  that  a  limitation  terminating  an  interest  on  mar- 
riage is  good,  although  a  condition  is  not.     Heath  v.  Lewis,  3  l)e  G.  M.  &  G.  1)64 

.  Evans  v.  Rosser,  2  Hera.  &  Mil.  190  (18G4) ;  Hotz's  Estate,  38  Pa.  422  (18G1) ; 
BnicA's  Estate,  185  Pa.  194  (1898) ;  .4rr/iur  v.  Cole,  56  Md.  100  (1880) ;  Selden  v.  Keen, 
_'7  Grat  ~>7(>  (1876).  In  this  last  case  the  doctrine  is  put  more  in  the  form  which  is 
given  to  it  in  Jones  v.  Jones  than  is  usual  in  eases  of  personalty.     See  Webb  v.  Grace, 

2  Phil.  701  (1848),  overruling  8.  c.  15  Sim.  384. 

Exception.  —  A  condition  forfeiting  the  estate  of  a  widow  on  remarriage  is  valid, 
both  as  to  real  estate,  Tricker  v.  Kingsbury,  7  W.  R.  652  (1859) ;  Phillies  v.  Medbury, 
7  Conn.  568  (1829)  ;  Bennett  v.  liobinson,  10  Watts,  348  (1840) ;  Comm.  v.  Stauffer,  io 
Pa.  350  (1849),— see  Gough  v.  Manning,  26  Md.  347  (1866) ;  Knight  v.  Mahoney,  152 
Mass.  523,  525  (1890),  —  and  as  to  personal  property,  Barton  v.  Barton,  2  Vern.  308 
(1694) ;  although,  as  will  be  seen  below,  such  a  condition  attached  to  a  legacy  may 
sometimes  be  deemed  in  terrorem  only.  It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  widow 
be  the  widow  of  the  testator  or  of  some  other  person.  Newton  v.  Marsden,  2  J.  &  If. 
356  (1862)  ;  Hurd  v.  Catron,  97  Tenn.  662  (1896) ;  Overton  v.  Lea,  108  Tenn.  505  (1902). 
Contra,  Crawford  v.  Thompson,  91  Ind.  266  (1883).  And  what  is  law  for  a  widow  is 
law  for  a  widower  also.  Allen  v.  Jackson,  1  Ch.  Div.  399  (1875) ;  Bostick  v.  Blades, 
59  Md.  231  (1882). 

Conditions  subsequent  in  partial  restraint  of  marriage  are  valid  both  in  devises 
and  legacies,  e.  g.,  not  to  marry  without  consent  of  T.,  Fry  v.  Porter,  1  Ch.  Cas.  138 
(1669) ;  In  re  Whiting's  Settlement,  [1905]  1  Ch.  (C.  A.)  96 ;  not  to  marry  a  Scotch- 
man, Perrin  v.  Lyon,  9  East,  170  (1807);  not  to  marry  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
Quakers,  Ilaughton  v.  Houghton,  1  Moll.  611  (1824),  (but  see  Maddox  v.  Maddox,  11 
Gratt.  804  (1854)) ;  not  to  marry  one  in  an  inferior  social  position,  Greene  v.  Kirk- 
wood,  [1895]  1  fr.  (C.  A.)  130;  not  to  marry  a  domestic  servant,  Jenner  v.  Turner,  16 
Ch.  D.  188  (1880) ;  marrying  any  one  but  a  Jew,  Hodgson  v.  Halford,  11  Ch.  1).  959 
(1879) ;  marrying  any  one  but  a  Protestant,  In  re  Knox,  23  L.  R.  Ir.  542  (1889) ; 
not  to  marry  a  daughter  of  A.  B.,  Graydon  v.  Graydon,2'i  N.  J.  Eq.  229  (1872); 
Phillips  v.  Ferguson,  85  Va.  509  (1888).  But  where  the  restraint,  though  in  form  par- 
tial, renders  marriage  practically  impossible  or  very  difficult,  then  the  condition  im- 
posing it  is  invalid.  E.  g.,  not  to  marry  any  one  who  has  not  freehold  property  of 
£500  a  year,  Keily  v.  Monck,  3  Ridgw.  205  (1795).  Cf.  Duddy  v.  Gresham,  2  L.  R.  Ir. 
442  (1878)  ;  Maddox  v.  Maddox,  11  Grat.  804  (1854). 

If  a  condition  subsequent  against  marriage  becomes  impossible,  then,  on  general 
principles,  the  estate  becomes  indefeasible,  Pe'/ton  v.  Bury,  2  P.  Wms.  626  (1731) ; 
Collett  v.  Collett,  35  Beav.  312  (1866).     See  Booth  v.  Meyer,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  125  (1877). 

Although  conditions  imposing  partial  restraints  on  marriage,  or  absolutely  restrain- 
ing the  marriage  of  widows  and  widowers,  are  not  invalid  as  against  public  policy,  yet 
there  is  a  rule  that  such  a  condition  attached  to  a  bequest  of  personal  property,  if 
there  is  no  gift  over  upon  breach,  is  supposed  not  to  be  intended  seriously,  but  to  be 
in  terrorem  only.     Bellasis  v.  Ermine,  1  Ch.  Cas.  22  (1663). 

This  singular  doctrine,  which  lias  been  derived  by  courts  of  equity  from  the  civil 
law,  —  see  Stackpole  v.  Beaumont,  3  Ves.  Jr.  89  (1796),  —  has  no  application  to  devises 
of  land.  Reces  v.  Heme,  5  Vin.  Ab.  343  (1730).  The  decision  to  the  contrary  in  Otis 
v.  Prince,  10  Gray,  581  (1858)  cannot  be  upheld  ;  but  see  Randall  v.  Marble,  69  Me. 
310  (1879).  As  to  the  law  when  realty  and  personalty  are  given  together,  see  Duddy 
v.  Gresham,  2  L.  R.  Ir.  442  (1878). 
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If  there  is  a  gift  over,  the  doctrine  does  not  apply,  either  because  the  gift  over  is 
deemed  to  show  that  the  testator  was  serious  in  his  threat,  or  because  the  person  to 
whom  the  gift  over  is  made  lias  rights  which  the  court  cannot  disregard.  Stratton  v. 
Cn/mes,  2  Vern.  357  (1698).  The  fact  that  there  is  a  residuary  clause  in  the  same  will 
is  not  considered,  for  the  purposes  of  this  rule,  as  a  gift  over,  Garret  v.  Putty,  2  Vern. 
293(1693);  Semphill  v.  Bayly,  Prec.  Cli.  562  (1721);  Wheeler  v.  Bingham,  3  Atk. 
364  (1746),  overruling  Amos  v.  Horner,  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  112,  pi.  9  (1699),  —  see,  how- 
ever, Grai/don  v.  Graydon,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  229  (1872), —  unless  there  be  an  express  direc- 
tion that  the  forfeited  legacy  fall  into  the  residue.  Lloyd  v.  Branton,  3  Mer.  108 
(1817);  but  cf.  Fifield  v.  Van   Wyck,  94  Va.  557  (1897). 

The  notion  expressed  in  Otis  v.  Prince  and  Randall  v.  Marble,  ubi  sup.,  that  a  gift 
over  to  the  testator's  heirs  is  not  to  be  considered  a  gift  because  the  heirs  take  by 
descent,  would  seem  erroneous  (even  if  the  doctrine  applied  to  real  estate),  as  the 
question  is  really  one  of  the  testator's  meaning,  as  is  shown  in  Cough  v.  Manning,  26 
Md.  347,  305  (1866). 

The  cases  have  generally  arisen  on  conditions  working  partial  restraints  on  mar- 
riage, e.  g.  requiring  consent  to  marriage  ;  but  the  rule  also  applies  to  conditions  im- 
posing absolute  restrictions  on  the  marriage  of  widows.  Marples  v.  Bainbridge, 
6  Mad.  590  (1816),—  (but  cf.  Tricker  v.  Kingsbury,  7  \V.  R.  652  (1859)) ;  Parsons  v. 
Winslow,  6  Mass.  169  (1810);  M'Jlvaine  v  Gethen,  3  Whart.  575  (1838);  Hoopes  v. 
Dundas,  10  Pa.  75  (1848)  ;  Binnerman  v.  Weaver,  8  Md.  517  (1855).  But  see  Knight 
v.  Mahoney,  152  Mass.  523  (1890)  ;  Chapin  v.  Cooke,  73  Conn.  72  (1900). 

The  ruie  applies  to  conditions  subsequent.  It  has  been  applied  also  to  conditions 
precedent.  Reynish  v.  Martin,  ■'>  Atk.  330  ( 1746).  There  have  been,  however,  several 
cases  of  conditions  precedent  in  which  it  has  not  been  applied. 

( )ne  exception  seems  to  be  well  established.  A  condition  precedent  that  a  legatee 
shall  not  marrv  before  a  certain  age,  or  before  a  certain  age  without  consent,  will  be 
enforced.  Ihmmlngs  v.  Munckley,  1  liro.  IV  C.  304  ( 1783)  ;  Scott  v.  Tyler,  Dick.  712 
(1788)  ;  Stackpole  v.  Beaumont,  3  Ves.  Jr.  88  (1796);  Younge  v.  Furze,  8  De  G.  M. 
&  G.  756  (1857)  ;  In  re  Brown's  Will,  18  Ch.  D.  61  (1881).  See  Creagh  v.  Wilson, 
2  Vern.  572  (1706).     Cf.  Salisbury  v.  Bennet,  2  Vern.  223  (1691). 

Another  exception,  perhaps  not  quite  so  well  settled,  is  that  if  a  smaller  sum  ie 
given  to  a  legatee,  and  in  lieu  thereof  a  larger  sum  upon  her  marriage  with  consent, 
she  does  not  take  the  larger  sum  upon  her  marriage  without  consent.  Gillet  v. 
Wray,  1  1'.  Wms.  284  (1715)  ;  In  re  Xourse,  [1899]  1  Ch.  63. 

See  another  case  of  condition  precedent,  Phillips  v.  Ferguson,  85  Va.  509  (1888). 

It  lias  been  said  above  that  this  rule  has  no  application  to  devises  of  real  estate  ; 
neither  lias  it  any  application  to  legacies  charged  on  real  estate,  so  far  as  they  come 
upon  the  real  estate,  Revet  v.  Heme,  5  Vin.  Ab.  343  (1730);  Harvey  v.  Aston,  1  Atk. 
861  (1737);  Hogan  v.  Curtin,  8S  \.  Y.  162  (1882)  ;  but  it  does  apply  so  far  as  they 
are  paid  out  of  the  personalty,  Ii>>/nisli  v.  Martin,  3  Atk.  330  (1746),  —  in  which  case, 
by  means  of  the  doctrine  of  marshalling,  the  legacy  came  really  out  of  land.  I  he 
rule  has  also  been  held  by  Sir  George  Jerael,  M.  B.,  to  apply  to  a  legacy  payable  out 
of  a  fund  consisting  of  the  mixed  proceeds  of  realty  and  personalty.  Bellaira  v. 
/,  I.   I;    18  Eq    610    1874).     In  this  last  case  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  expressed 

an  opinion  th.it  the  rule  would  apply  to  a  legacy  payable  out  of  the  proceeds  of  real 
estate  ordered  to  be  sold.     Hut  see  Bennett  v.  /'acker,  70  Conn.  357  (1898). 

Commtion  not  to  dispute  a  Wnx.  —  On  jjondit ions  not  to  dispute  wills,  and 
the  question  when  they  ai  red  in  trrrorem  only^see  cases  collected  in  '-'  .larm. 

Wills  (5th  e.l  ),:,*,  also  Chew's  Appeal,  46  Pa!  228  (1868)  ;  Bradford  v.  Bradford,  19 
Ohio  st   646  (1869)  ;    Thompson  v.  Gaut,  14  lea.  .".10  (1884)  :  Holt  »   Hoit,  42  N  J.l  q. 
mifhsonian  Institution  v.  Meeeh,  169  U.  S    898  (1898);  Fifieldy.  V>m 
n    ,/-.-..  j  v..  B  tant  r.  Thompson,  69  Hun,  646  (1891).     As  to  the  effect 

otprobabila  causa  litigand  v.  Morgan,?,  Vern. 90  (1688) ,  Adams  v.  Adams, 

[l-..-]  i  ci,.  (C   a    ■■■  I;  Re  Frit   ■•'   E  late,  200  Pa.  442  (1904). 
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SECTION    I. 

FORFEITURE    ON    ALIENATION. 

A.     Estates  of  Inheritance. 

Lit.  §  360.  Also,  if  a  feoffment  be  made  upon  this  condition,  that 
the  feoffee  shall  not  alien  the  land  to  any,  this  condition  is  void,  be- 
cause when  a  man  is  enfeoffed  of  lands  or  tenements,  he  hath  power  to 
alien  them  to  any  person  by  the  law.  For  if  such  a  condition  should 
be  good,  then  the  condition  should  oust  him  of  all  the  power  which  the 
law  gives  him,  which  should  be  against  reason,  and  therefore  such  a 
condition  is  void. 

Co.  Lit.  223  a.  "Also,  if  a  feoffment  be  made,  <&c."  And  the 
like  law  is  of  a  devise  in  fee  upon  condition  that  the  devisee  shall  not 
alien,  the  condition  is  void,  and  so  it  is  of  a  grant,  release,  confirma- 
tion, or  any  other  conve}'ance  whereby  a  fee  simple  doth  pass.  For  it 
is  absurd  and  repugnant  to  reason  that  he,  that  hath  no  possibility  to 
have  the  land  revert  to  him,  should  restrain  his  feoffee  in  fee  simple  of 
all  his  power  to  alien.  And  so  it  is  if  a  man  be  possessed  of  a  lease  for 
years,  or  of  a  horse,  or  of  an}'  other  chattel  real  or  personal,  and  give 
or  sell  his  whole  interest  or  property  therein  upon  condition  that  the 
donee  or  vendee  shall  not  alien  the  same,  the  same  is  void,  because  his 
whole  interest  and  property  is  out  of  him,  so  as  he  hath  no  possibility 
of  a  reverter,  and  it  is  against  trade  and  traffic,  and  bargaining  and 
contracting  between  man  and  man:  and  it  is  within  the  reason  of  our 
author  that  it  should  ouster  him  of  all  power  given  to  him.  Iniqnum 
est,  ingemtis  hominibus  non  esse  liberam  rerum  suamm  aliena- 
tionem;  and  rerum  suarum  quilibet  est  moderator,  et  arbiter.  And 
again,  regulariter  non  valet  pactum  de  re  mea  non  alienanda.  But 
these  are  to  be  understood  of  conditions  annexed  to  the  grant  or  sale 
itself  in  respect  of  the  repugnanc}',  and  not  to  any  other  collateral 
thing,  as  hereafter  shall  appear.  Where  our  author  putteth  his  case  of 
a  feoffment  of  land,  that  is  put  but  for  an  example :  for  if  a  man  be 
seised  of  a  seigniory,  or  a  rent,  or  an  advowson,  or  common,  or  any 
other  inheritance  that  lieth  in  grant,  and  by  his  deed  granteth  the  same 
to  a  man  and  to  his  heirs  upon  condition  that  he  shall  not  alien,  this 
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condition  is  void.  But  some  have  said  that  a  man  may  grant  a  rent 
charge  newly  created  out  of  lands  to  a  man  and  to  his  heirs  upon  con- 
dition that  he  shall  not  alien  that,  that  is  good,  because  the  rent  is  of 
his  own  creation  ;  but  this  is  against  the  reason  and  opinion  of  our 
author,  and  against  the  height  and  purity  of  a  fee  simple. 

A  man  before  the  Statute  of  Quia  emptores  terrarum  might  have 
made  a  feoffment  in  fee,  and  added  further,  that  if  he  or  his  heirs  did 
alien  without  license,  that  he  should  pay  a  fine,  then  this  had  been 
good.  And  so  it  is  said,  that  then  the  lord  might  have  restrained  the 
alienation  of  his  tenant  by  condition,  because  the  lord  had  a  possibility 
of  reverter ;  and  so  it  is  in  the  king's  case  at  this  da}-,  because  he  may 
reserve  a  tenure  to  himself. 

If  A.  be  seised  of  Black  Acre  in  fee,  and  B.  enfeoffeth  him  of  White 
Acre  upon  condition  that  A.  shall  not  alien  Black  Acre,  the  condition 
is  good,  for  the  condition  is  annexed  to  other  land,  and  ousteth  not  the 
feoffee  of  his  power  to  alien  the  land  whereof  the  feoffment  is  made, 
and  so  no  repugnancy  to  the  state  passed  by  the  feoffment ;  and  so  it  is 
of  gifts,  or  sale  of  chattels  real  or  personal. 

Lit.  §  361.  But  if  the  condition  be  such,  that  the  feoffee  shall  not 
alien  to  such  a  one,  naming  his  name,  or  to  any  of  his  heirs,  or  of 
the  issues  of  such  a  one,  &c,  or  the  like,  which  conditions  do  not  take 
away  all  power  of  alienation  from  the  feoffee,  &c,  then  such  condition 
is  good. 

( '<>.  Lit.  223  a,  223  b.  If  a  feoffment  in  fee  be  made  upon  condition 
that  the  feoffee  shall  not  enfeoff  I.  8.  or  any  of  his  heirs  or  issues,  etc., 
this  is  good,  for  he  doth  not  restrain  the  feoffee  of  all  his  power:  the 
reason  here  yielded  by  our  author  is  worthy  of  observation.  And  in 
this  case  if  the  feoffee  enfeoff  I.  N.  of  intent  and  purpose  that  he  shall 
enfeoff  I.  S.,  some  hold  that  this  is  a  breach  of  the  condition,  for 
qttando  aliquid  prohibetur  fieri,  ex  directo  proldbetur  et  per 
obliquum.* 

If  a  feoffment  be  made  upon  condition  that  the  feoffee  shall  not 
alien  in  mortmain,  this  is  good,  because  such  alienation  is  prohibited 
by  law,  and  regularly  whatsoever  is  prohibited  by  the  law,  may  be  pro- 
hibited by  condition,  be  it  malum  prohibitum,  or  malum  in  se.  In 
ancient  deeds  of  feoffment  in  fee  there  was  most  commonly  a  clause, 
quod  licitum  ait  donatori  rem  datum  dare  vel  vendere  cui  volm  rit. 
<s<r),tis  u iris  nlirjio,  is  it  .1  minis. 

I.i  i.  §  302.  Also,  if  lands  be  given  in  tail  upon  condition,  thai  the 
tenant  in  tail  nor  his  heirs  shall  not  alien  in  fee.  nor  in  tail,  nor  for 
term  of  another's  life,  but  only  for  their  own  lives,  &c,  such  con- 
dition i^  good.  And  the  reason  Is,  for  that  when  he  niaketh  such 
ali'  nation  and  discontinuance  of  the  entail,  lie  doth  contrary  to  the 
intent  of  the  donor,  for  which  the  Statute  of  \V.  2,  cap.  1,  was  made, 
by  which  Statute  the  estates  in  tail  are  ordained. 

Co.  Lit.  •_'•_'.".  l>,  221  a.    Note  here,  the  double  ne'_r:iiivo  in  legal  con- 
struction shall  not  binder  the  negative,  viz.,  sub  condilione  quod  ipse 
»  See  Overton  v.  Lee,  108  Tenn.  606  (1902). 
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nee  hatreds*  mi  non  alienarent.  And  therefore  the  grammatical  con- 
Btructioo  is  not  alwajs  in  judgment  of  law  to  be  followed. 

"  But  only  for  tfu  ir  own  lives,  tbc."  And  yet  if  a  man  make  a  gift 
in  tail,  upon  condition  that  he  shall  not  make  a  lease  for  his  own  life, 

albeit  the  state  be  lawful,  yet  the  condition  is  good,  because  the  rever- 
sion is  in  the  donor.  As  if  a  man  make  a  lease  for  life  or  years  upon 
condition,  that  they  shall  not  grant  over  their  estate  or  let  the  land  to 
others,  this  is  good,  and  yet  the  grant  or  lease  should  be  lawful.  If  a 
man  make  a  gift  in  tail  upon  condition  that  lie  shall  not  make  a  lease 
for  three  lives  or  21  years  according  to  the  Statute  of  32  H.  8,  the  con- 
dition is  good,  for  the  Statute  doth  give  him  power  to  make  such 
leases,  which  may  be  restrained  by  condition,  and  by  his  own  agrees 
ment ;  for  this  power  is  not  incident  to  the  estate,  but  given  to  him 
collaterally  by  the  Act,  according  to  that  rule  of  law,  quilibet  potest 
renunciare  juri  jyro  se  introducto. 

'•  When  he  maketh  such  alienation  and  discontinuance  of  the  en- 
tail." And  therefore  if  a  gift  in  tail  be  made  upon  condition,  that  the 
donee,  &c,  shall  not  alien,  this  condition  is  good  to  some  intents,  and 
void  to  some  ;  for,  as  to  all  those  alienations  which  amount  to  any  dis- 
continuance of  the  estate  tail  (as  Littleton  here  spcaketh  ;)  or  is  against 
the  Statute  of  Westminster  2,  the  condition  is  good  without  question. 
But  as  to  a  common  recovery  the  condition  is  void,  because  this  is  no 
discontinuance,  but  a  bar,  and  this  common  recovery  is  not  restrained 
by  the  said  Statute  of  W.  2.  And  therefore  such  a  condition  is  repug- 
nant to  the  estate  tail ;  for  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  to  this  estate  tail 
there  be  divers  incidents.  First,  to  be  dispunished  of  waste.  Sec- 
ondly, that  the  wife  of  the  donee  in  tail  shall  be  endowed.  Thirdly, 
that  the  husband  of  a  feme  donee  after  issue  shall  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy.  Fourthly,  that  tenant  in  tail  may  suffer  a  common  recovery : 
and  therefore  if  a  man  make  a  gift  in  tail,  upon  condition  to  restrain 
him  of  any  of  these  incidents,  the  condition  is  repugnant  and  void  in 
law.  And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  a  collateral  warranty  or  a  lineal 
with  assets  in  respect  of  the  recompense,  is  not  restrained  by  the 
Statute  of  Donis  conditionalibus,  no  more  is  the  common  recovery  in 
respect  of  the  intended  recompense.  And  Littleton,  to  the  intent  to 
exclude  the  common  recovery,  saith,  such  alienation  and  discontinu- 
ance, joining  them  together. 

If  a  man  before  the  Statute  of  Donis  conditionalibus  had  made  a 
gift  to  a  man  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  upon  condition,  that  after 
issue  he  should  not  have  power  to  sell,  this  condition  should  have  been 
repugnant  and  void.  Pari,  ratione,  after  the  Statute  a  man  makes  a 
gift  in  tail,  the  law  ("cite  gives  him  power  to  suffer  a  common 
recovery ;  therefore  to  add  a  condition,  that  he  shall  have  no  power 
to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  is  repugnant  and  void.1 

1  See  Mildmatfa  Cane,  6  Co.  40  a  (1605);  and  in  Mary  Partington's  Case,  10  Co. 
35  b  (1613;,  it  was  held,  that  a  condition  attached  to  an  estate  tail  that  the  tenant 
should  not  agree  to  suffer  a  recovery  or  do  any  act  towards  it  was  void.  —  Ed. 
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If  a  man  make  a  feoffment  to  a  baron  and  feme  in  fee,  upon  condi- 
tion, that  they  shall  not  alien,  to  some  intent  this  is  good,  and  to  some 
intent  it  is  void :  for  to  restrain  an  alienation  by  feoffment,  or  aliena- 
tion by  deed,  it  is  good,  because  such  an  alienation  is  tortious  and 
voidable :  but  to  restrain  their  alienation  by  fine  is  repugnant  and  void, 
because  it  is  lawful  and  unavoidable. 

It  is  said,  that  if  a  man  enfeoff  an  infant  in  fee,  upon  condition  that 
he  shall  not  alien,  this  is  good  to  restrain  alienations  during  his 
minority,  but  not  after  his  full  age. 

It  is  likewise  said,  that  a  man  by  license  may  give  land  to  a  bishop 
and  his  successors,  or  to  an  abbot  and  his  successors,  and  add  a  condi- 
tion to  it,  that  the}'  shall  not  without  the  consent  of  their  chapter  or 
convent,  alien,  because  it  was  intended  a  mortmain,  that  is,  that  it 
should  forever  continue  in  that  see  or  house,  for  that  the}'  had  it  en 
auter  droit,  for  religious  and  good  uses. 

"  The  Statute  of  W.  2.  cap.  1."  Hereby  it  appeareth,  that  what- 
soever is  prohibited  by  the  intent  of  any  Act  of  Parliament,  may  be 
prohibited  by  condition,  as  hath  been  said. 


ANONYMOUS. 

Queen's  Bench.     1584. 

[Reported  1  Leon.  292.] 

The  case  was,  A.  gave  lands  in  tail  to  B.  upon  condition,  that  if  the 
donee  or  any  of  his  heirs  alien,  or  discontinue,  &c,  the  land  or  any 
part  of  it,  that  then  the  donor  do  re-enter :  The  donee  hath  issue  two 
daughters  and  dieth :  One  of  the  two  daughters  levieth  a  fine,  sur 
conusant  de  droit  come  ceo,  to  her  sister:  lleale,  Serjeant,  the 
donor  may  enter,  for  although  the  sisters  to  many  intents  are  but  one 
heir,  yet  in  truth  they  are  Beveral  heirs,  and  eacli  of  them  shall  sue 
livery,  17  E.  3.  If  one  of  the  sisters  be  discharged  by  the  lord,  the 
lord  shall  lose  the  wardship  of  her,  and  yet  the  heir  is  not  discharged  : 

And  If  every  sister  be  heir  to  divers  respects,  then  the  fine  by  the  one 
Bister  is  a  cause  of  forfeiture.  Harris,  contrary,  for  conditions  which 
go  in  defeating  of  estates  Bhall  be  taken  shortly,  and  here  both  the 
Bisters  are  one  beir,  and  therefore  the  discontinuance  by  the  one  is  not 
the  net  of  the  other:  Clench,  Justice:  The  words  are.  Or  any  of  his 
heirs,  therefore  it  is  a  forfeiture,  quod  fait  '-nncessum  j><  r  totam 
Curiam:    And  judgment  was  given  accordingly.1 

1  s.  c.  tembU,  sub  noui.  Crohn  v.  Trevithin,  Cm.  Kl.  35. 
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LARGE'S  CASE. 

Queen's  Bench.     1586. 

[Reported  2  Leon.  82.] 

The  case  was,(A.  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  devised  the  lands  to  his 
wife,  until  William  his  son  should  come  to  the  age  of  22  years)  and 
then(jthe  remainder  of  part  of  the  lands,  to  his  two  sons,  A.  and  John, 
the  remainder  of  other  part  of  his  lands,  to  two  others  of  his  said 
sons,  upon  condition,  that  if  any  of  his  said  sons  before  William 
should  come  to  the  age  of  22  years,  shall  go  about  to  make  any  sale  of 
any  part,  &c.  he  shall  forever  lose  the  lands,  and  the  same  shall  remain 
over,  &c.  And  before  his  said  son  William  came  to  the  age  of  22 
years,  one  of  the  other  sons  leased  that  which  to  him  belonged,  for  60 
years,  and  so  from  60  years  to  60  years,  until  240  years  ended,  &c. 
JBois.  A.  and  J.  are  joint-tenants  of  the  remainder,  and  he  said,  that 
the  opinion  of  Audley,  Lord  Chancellor  of  England,  is  not  law  (scil.) 
where  a  man  devise th  lands  to  two,  and  to  their  heirs,  they  are  not  joint 
tenants,  as  to  the  survivor,  but  if  one  of  them  dieth  the  survivor  shall 
not  have  the  whole,  but  the  heir  of  his  that  dieth,  shall  have  the  moiety  : 
See  30  H.  8,  Br.  Devise  29.  And  he  said,  that  this  lease,  although  it 
be  for  so  many  years,  is  not  a  sale  intended  within  the  will,  and  so  is 
not  a  jointure.  46  E.  3.  One  was  bounden,  that  he  should  not  alien 
certain  lands,  and  the  obligor  did  thereof  enfeoff  his  son  and  heir  ap- 
parent, the  same  was  held,  to  be  no  alienation  within  the  condition  of 
the  obligation :  Of  the  other  side  it  was  argued,  the  remainder  doth 
not  vest  presently  ;  for  it  is  uncertain,  if  it  shall  vest  at  all ;  for  if 
William  dieth  before  he  cometh  to  the  age  of  22  years,  it  was  conceived 
by  him,  that  the  remainder  shall  never  vest,  for  the  words  of  the  will 
are,  "  Then  the  lands  shall  remain,"  &c.  34  E.  3,  Formedon  36.  Land 
is  devised  to  A.  for  life,  and  if  he  be  disturbed  by  the  heir  of  the  de- 
visor, that  then  the  land  shall  remain  to  D.  Here  D.  hath  not  any 
remainder,  before  that  A.  be  disturbed  ;  it  was  farther  argued,  that  here 
is  a  good  condition,  and  that  the  devisee  is  not  utterly  restrained  from 
sale,  but  only  until  a  certain  time,  (scil)  to  the  age  of  William  of  22 
years.  And  it  was  said,  that  this  lease  is  a  covenous  lease,  being  made 
for  240  years,  without  any  rent  reserved  :  As  such  a  lease  made  for  100 
years,  or  200  years,  is  mortmain,  as  well  as  if  it  had  been  an  express 
feoffment,  or  alienation.  But  it  was  said  by  some,  that  here  is  not  any 
sale  at  all,  nor  any  lease  ;  for  the  lessor  himself  hath  not  anything  in 
the  land  demised  :  As  if  a  man  disseiseth  a  feme  sole,  and  leaseth  the 
lands,  and  afterwards  marrieth  the  disseisee,  he  shall  avoid  his  own 
lease,  5  E.  3.  One  was  bound  that  he  should  not  alien  such  a  manor, 
the  obligor  alieneth  one  acre,  parcel  of  it,  the  obligation  is  forfeit,  see 
29  II.  8,  Br.  Mortgage  39.     A.  leaseth  to  a  religious  house  for  100  years, 
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and  so  from  100  years  to  100  years,  until  800  years  be  incurred,  the  same 
is  mortmain,  vide  Stat.  7  E.  1.  Colore  termini  emere,  vel  venclere.  And 
in  the  principal  case,  if  the  devisee  had  entered  into  a  Statute  to  the  value 
of  the  land  leased,  by  the  intent  of  the  will,  the  same  had  been  a  sale  ; 
and  such  was  the  opinion  of  the  whole  court :  and  by  the  court,  the  word 
in  perpetieum,  shall  not  be  referred  to  the  words  precedent,  but  unto  the 
words  following;  (scil.)  in perpetuum perdat  the  lands.  And  if  a  cus- 
tom be  in  the  case  that  the  infant  of  the  age  of  15  j'ears  may  sell  his 
lands,  if  he  make  a  lease,  the  same  is  not  warranted  b}'  the  custom  : 
And  afterwards  it  was  adjudged  by  the  whole  court,  that  the  lease  made 
as  before,  was  a  sale  within  .the  intent  of  the  will  of  the  devisor.1 


IN   RE   PORTER. 

Chancery  Division.     1892. 

[Reported  [1892]  3  Ch.  481.] 

Further  consideration  of  an  originating  summons.  "William  Porter, 
by  his  will,  dated  the  6th  of  May,  1850,  devised  aud  bequeathed  all 
his  real  and  personal  estate  to  John  Coulson,  Richard  Godwin,  and 
W.  J.  Fox,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trusts  for  sale  and  conversion,  and  payment  of  his  debts,  and  to  invest 
the  residue  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  income 
thereof  unto  or  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  Mary  Porter,  during  her 
life,  or  so  long  as  she  should  continue  his  widow,  and,  subject  as 
aforesaid,  upon  the  trusts  therein  deelared  for  the  benefit  of  the  tes- 
tator's is6uc  as  therein  mentioned.  And  the  testator  declared  that, 
in  case  there  should  be  a  total  failure  of  issue  of  his  body,  in  case 
his  wife  should  after,  but  not  previous  to  sueh  failure  of  issue,  many 
again,  his  trustees  should  pay  to  her  an  annuity  of  £50  during  the 
remainder  of  her  life.  And,  subject  to  the  limitations  aforesaid,  the 
testator  directed  that  his  trustees  should  pay  and  apply  the  income  of 
his  estate  unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  his  two  sisters,  Hannah  Bentley 
and  Sarah  Bakewell,  in  equal  proportions  during  their  lives;  and  after 
the  deatb  of  either  of  them,  whether  she  should  have  left  issue  or  not, 
in  tru^-t  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  income  of  his  estate  unto  or  for  the 
benefit  of  his  surviving  sister,  during  the  then  remainder  of  her  life, 
and  alter  the  death  oi  his  surviving  sister,  upon  trust,  subject  as  afore- 
said, to  pay  and  divide  all  the  said  trust  moneys  unto  and  between  all 
the  children  lif  any)  of  his  said  two  sisters,  and  all  other  his  nephews 

and  nieces  whatsoever,  equally  share  and  share  alike,  to  be  paid  and 
payable  to  them  at  the  age  of  twenty-One,  the  share  or  shares  of  any 
of  them  dying  under  that  age  leaving  lawful  i^sne.  to  go  to  such  issue, 

1  8.  c.  3  Leon.  182.     See  Mmuhlhium  v.  Mcl>„n,U,  2!)  Mich.  78  (1874). 
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and  the  share  or  shares  of  any  of  them  dying  under  that  age  without 
leaving  such  lawful  issue,  or  leaving  such  in  case  such  issue  should 
all  die  under  twenty-one,  to  go  to  the  testator's  surviving  nephews 
ami  nieces,  ami  to  the  issue  (if  any)  of  such  of  them  as  should  be  then 
dead,  such  issue  to  represent  their  respective  parents,  and  to  take 
equally  amongst  them,  if  more  than  one,  and,  if  but  one,  then  such 
one  only,  the  same  share  in  the  trust  moneys  as  his,  her,  or  their 
deceased  parent  would  have  taken  if  he  or  she  had  then  been  living 
and  had  been  a  surviving  nephew  or  niece,  and  all  surviving  or  accru- 
ing shares  to  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions  of  accruer,  survivorship, 
and  division  as  thereinbefore  mentioned,  concerning  the  original  por- 
tions v(  any  of  his  said  nephews  and  nieces  respectively.  And  the 
testator  declared  that,  in  case  any  of  his  nephews  or  nieces  whatsoever, 
or  any  of  their  children  or  issue,  should,  during  the  lives  of  his  said 
sisters  or  the  survivor  of  them,  sell,  mortgage,  assign,  charge,  or  other- 
wise dispose  of  (save  by  his  or  her  will  or  codicil,  dr  by  some  writing 
ill  the  nature' thereof  which  should  be  revocable)  his  or  her  expectant 
share  of  or  in  the  said  trust  moneys,  or  any  portion  thereof,  or  any 
beneficial  estate  or  interest  therein  or  in  respect  thereof,  or  should 
attempt  so  to  do,  then  and  in  such  case  he,  she,  or  they  so  selling, 
mortgaging,  assigning,  charging,  or  otherwise  disposing,  or  attempting 
so  to  do,  of  his  or  her  expectant  share  of  the  said  trust  moneys,  or  any 
portion  thereof,  or  any  estate  or  interest  therein  or  in  respect  thereof, 
should  forfeit  and  lose  all  benefit  under  his  will,  and  the  sale,  mort- 
gage, assignment,  charge,  or  other  disposition,  so  far  as  the  same 
should  purport  to  affect  any  part  of  the  said  trust  moneys,  or  any 
interest  therein,  should  be  utterly  null  and  void,  and  the  share  and 
interest  of  the  person  or  persons  so  selling,  mortgaging,  assigning, 
charging,  or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  said  trust  moneys,  or  attempt- 
ing so  to  do,  should  go,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  as  if  he,  she  or 
they  had  never  been  born,  to  his  other  nephews  and  nieces,  or  their 
respective  issue. 

The  testator  died  on  the  27th  of  June,  1851.  He  left  no  issue. 
His  widow  married  again.  Hannah  Bentley  died  on  the  20th  of  May, 
1878  ;  Sarah  Bakewell  died  on  the  30th  of  September,  1890.  On  the 
13th  May,  1891,  John  Coulson,  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  will,  took 
out  this  summons.  The  defendants  were  J.  P.  Capper,  and  John 
Anderson  and  Mary  Ellen  his  wife,  who  claimed  to  be  interested  in 
the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator.  The  object  of  the  summons  was 
to  have  it  ascertained  who,  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  were 
entitled  to  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator,  and  in  what  shares  and 
proportions.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the  summons  it  was  ordered  that 
certain  inquiries  should  be  made  in  Chambers. 

The  Chief  Clerk,  by  his  certificate,  in  answer  to  the  inquiries,  found 
that  the  testator  had  two  nephews  and  three  nieces,  who  survived 
uim  —  viz.,  Thomas  Porter  Garle,  who  died  on  the  7th  of  April,  1875 ; 
Ann  Porter  Cawley,  the  wife  of  William  Cawley,  who  died  on  the  5th 


SECT.  I.]  IN   RE   PORTER.  41 

of  June,  1888;  the  defendant  Mary  Ellen  Anderson;  the  defendant 
J.  P.  Capper;  and  Agnes  Ann  Sullivan,  the  wife  of  Henr}'  Sullivan. 
The  personal  representative  of  T.  P.  Garle  was  Catherine  Squires, 
the  wife  of  George  Squires.  None  of  the  said  nephews  and  nieces 
died  under  twenty-one,  and  none  of  them  had  made  an}-  mortgage, 
assignment,  charge,  or  disposition  (otherwise  than  by  will  or  codicil) 
of  their,  his,  or  her  shares  or  share  of  or  in  the  trust  moneys  held  upon 
the  trusts  of  the  will ;  or  had  attempted  to  make  any  such  mortgage, 
assignment,  charge,  or  disposition,  except  that  Mrs.  Cawley  had,  by 
a  settlement  made  on  the  31st  of  March,  1853,  prior  to  her  marriage, 
assigned  to  trustees  all  her  share  under  the  will  of  the  testator,  upon 
the  trusts  therein  declared,  and  that  Mrs.  Sullivan,  who  married  Henry 
Sullivan  in  South  Australia  on  the  10th  of  February,  1876,  had  exe- 
cuted a  post-nuptial  settlement  on  the  15th  of  March,  1879,  purporting 
to  assign  to  trustees  (i?iter  alia)  her  share  under  the  will  of  the  tes- 
tator. Sullivan  was  domiciled  in  Australia.  The  Chief  Clerk  sub- 
mitted to  the  judgment  of  the  Court  whether  the  settlement  of  the 
15th  of  March,  1879,  was  an  assignment  or  disposition,  or  attempted 
assignment  or  disposition,  of  Mrs.  Sullivan's  share. 

There  was  evidence  that  by  the  law  of  South  Australia  the  post- 
nuptial settlement  executed  by  Mrs.  Sullivan  was  not  binding  on  her 
as  regarded  her  reversionary  interest  under  the  will  of  the  testator, 
though  it  did  bind  her  husbaud. 

Borlhwick,  for  the  plaintiff,  stated  the  facts. 

R.  J.  Parker,  for  the  defendant  Capper. 

Oswald,  for  the  defendants  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Anderson. 

Warrington,  for  Mrs.  Sullivan  and  the  trustees  of  her  settlement. 

Nokth,  J.  Iii  my  opinion,  that  which  the  testator  contemplated 
by  his  will  as  possible  has  been  done  by  Mrs.  Sullivan,  and  therefore 
the  proviso  for  divesting  her  share  has  operated. 

[His  Lordship  read  the  gift  in  the  will  to  the  testator's  nephews  and 
nieces,  and  continued  :  — ] 

Now,  if  that  were  the  whole  of  the  will,  there  would  be  a  gift  in 
remainder  to  the  nephews  and  nieces,  vested  at  birth  and  payable  at 
twenty-one,  but  subject  to  the  preceding  life  estates,  and  liable  to  be 
divested  by  death  under  twenty-one.  Those  life  estates  have  now 
Dome  to  :ni  end,  and  Mrs.  Sullivan,  one  of  the  persons  who,  if  there 
were  no  other  clause  in  the  will,  would  have  taken  under  the  words 
whicb  I  have  read,  asks  for  her  share.  The  will,  however,  contains  a 
clause  of  forfeiture. 

[His  Lordship  read  the  clause,  and  continued: — ] 

Now  what  happened  was  this.  Mrs.  Sullivan  married  a  gentleman 
who  was  domiciled  in  Australia.  No  settlement  was  made  upon  the 
marriage,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  marriage  was  not  "an  assignmenl  " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  clause.  Hut,  after  the  marriage,  she  and 
her  husband  made  a  settlement  of  her  share,  settling  it  in  effect,  as  I 
understand,  upon  herself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  children.     The 
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settlement  was  made  in  L879,  during  the  life  of  one  of  the  two  sisters 
of  the  testator.  That  settlement  did  not  take  effect  in  law  as  an 
assignment  of  her  share,  beeause,  though  it  was  duly  exceuted  by  her, 
the  law  ot'  the  country  in  which  she  was  living  and  domiciled  at  the 
time  did  not  allow  of  such  a  disposition  being  effectually  made  by  a 
married  woman,  the  law  there  being  apparently  the  same  as  it  was  in 
this  country  forty  years  ago.  The  argument  is,  that,  because  she  did 
not  assign  her  share,  inasmuch  as  she  could  not  legally  assign  it, 
therefore  she  in  effect  did  nothing  by  the  deed,  and  has  not  forfeited 
her  interest  under  the  will.  I  could  have  followed  that  argument  if 
the  words  "  or  attempt  so  to  do  "  had  been  omitted  from  the  will. 
But  those  words  are  there,  and  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  reject  them  or 
strike  them  out.  "Assigning"  is  one  thing,  "attempting  to  assign" 
is  another,  and  the  will  clearby  contemplates  a  difference  between  the 
two,  because  it  deals  first  with  "  assigning,"  and,  secondly,  with 
"attempting  to  assign,"  which  cannot  mean  assigning,  because  that 
is  covered  by  the  first  words.  "Attempting  to  assign  "  must  mean 
doing  something  which  is  not  an  assignment.  The  forfeiture,  there- 
fore, is  to  be  either  on  assigning,  or,  without  assigning,  on  attempting 
to  assign.  It  seems  to  me  clear  that  this  settlement  was  an  "  attempt 
to  assign,"  and,  unless  I  reject  those  words  altogether,  I  must  treat  it 
as  producing  the  result  which  the  testator  intended  not  to  allow. 

There  are  a  great  man}-  cases  to  be  found  in  the  reports  bearing 
on  the  subject.  Mr.  Warrington  cited  Churchill  v.  Marks,  1  Coll. 
441,  which  he  attempted  to  distinguish  from  the  present  case,  on  the 
ground  that  the  subject  of  the  assignment  there  was  at  the  date  of 
the  assignment  contingent,  and  not  vested,  because  it  was  a  share 
of  one  of  several  children  under  a  gift  to  such  of  the  children  of  the 
tenant  for  life  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  when  the  youngest  child 
should  attain  twenty-one.  One  of  the  children  became  insolvent  during 
the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  before  the  youngest  child  had  attained 
twenty-one.  It  could  not  be  said  of  the  insolvent  at  the  date  of  the 
vesting  order  that  he  would  be  living  at  the  time  when  the  youngest 
attained  twent}'-one,  for  that  time  had  not  yet  come.  Therefore  it 
was  said  his  interest  was  contingent,  not  vested  —  that  is,  in  one 
event  it  might  take  effect;  in  the  other,  he  would  take  nothing.  By 
the  vesting  order  all  that  he  had,  including  what  was  coming  to  him 
at  a  future  time,  was  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee.  There  was  a 
proviso  that  none  of  the  children  "  shall  be  allowed  or  shall  ever  sell 
or  part  with  his  or  her  share  or  interest  in  this  said  mone}-  until  it 
shall  be  divided."  It  was  held  that  the  clause  of  forfeiture  applied, 
though  what  was  dealt  with  there  was  not  an  absolutely  vested  share, 
but  a  vested  share  subject  to  be  divested.  I  cannot  sec  that  there  is 
any  distinction  in  principle  between  a  contingent  share  and  a  share 
which  is  vested,  but  is  liable  to  be  divested.  I  quite  understand  the 
difference  between  the  two  ;  but  I  do  not  see  any  principle  upon  which 
I  can  say  that  the  clause  of  forfeiture  in  the  present  will  cannot  legally 
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apply  to  a  vested  share  subject  to  divesting,  although  it  would  apply 
to  a  contingent  share.  There  are  a  great  man}-  cases  in  which  the 
Court  has  recognized  the  legality  of  a  legac}'  given  absolutely  with  a 
proviso  that,  in  case  the  legatee  should  die  before  the  legacy  should 
become  payable,  a  gift  over  should  take  effect.  No  doubt  in  some  of 
those  cases  there  has  been  a  gift  to  a  tenant  for  life,  and  then  a  legacy 
or  a  share  of  residue  has  been  given  subject  to  such  a  proviso.  In 
that  case  the  legacy  would  become  payable  on  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life.  But  when  a  legacy  or  share  of  residue  has  been  given  on  the 
death  of  the  testator,  it  has  been  held  that  a  gift  over  on  the  death 
of  the  absolute  legatee  before  the  legacy  becomes  payable  is  perfectly 
good.  There  has  been  some  difference  in  the  decisions  as  to  what 
"  becoming  payable  ';  meant — whether  it  meant  the  end  of  the  twelve 
months  from  the  death  of  the  testator  when  the  executor  is  bound  to 
pay  a  legacy,  or  whether  it  might  be  carried  back  to  an  earlier  date 
within  the  twelve  months  when  there  might  be  assets  available  to  pay 
the  legacy.  But,  in  either  case,  if  the  legatee  died  after  the  death  of 
the  testator,  but  before  the  legacy  became  payable,  the  gift  over  has 
been  held  good.  I  never  heard  it  suggested  that  such  a  gift  over  was 
repugnant.  I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be,  and  that  class  of  cases  appears 
to  me  to  negative  the  argument  of  Mr.  Warrington  in  the  present  case. 
Whether  the  testator  would,  if  he  had  known  the  circumstances,  have 
said  that  this  bequest  should  be  void  in  the  events  which  have  hap- 
pened, I  do  not  know;  but  I  do  not  feel  any  doubt  that  it  comes  within 
the  words  used  in  the  will. 


IN  RE  GOULDER. 
Chancery  Division.     1905. 

[Reported  [1905]  2  Ch.  100.] 

Oriotnattno  stmmons.  By  his  will  dated  November  22,  1894,  a 
testator  devised  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  his  executors  and  trustees  upon  trust  to  sell  and  convert  the 
same  into  money  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds,  upon  trust  to 
pay  the  testator's  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and 
certain  legacies,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust  to  set  apart  thereout 
mi  of  £1200  and  invest  it  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  the 
Income  to  bis  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  pay  thereout  a 
certain  legacy  of£200,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  all  the  residue  of  his 
estate  (including  the  residue  of  the  £1200  after  his  wife's  death  and 
after  providing  the  £200  legacy;  upon  trust  to  divide  the  same  into 
eleven  equal  parts,  and  to  pay  two  eleventh  parts  to  his  brother  John 
GrOOlder  for  his  own  use  absolutely,  and  the  other  parts  as  therein 
mentioned,  with  a  proviso  that  in  the  event  of  his  brother  John  Goulder 
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"  being  unable  at  the  time  of  my  decease  or  at  any  time  prior  to  th6 
actual  payment  to  him  of  his  share  or  any  part  of  bis  sbare  on  tbe 
division  of  my  estate  to  give  a  receipt  to  my  trustees  for  bis  sbare  by 


reason  of  bis  having  committed  or  suffered  any  act  whereby  be  has 
deprived  himself  of  the  right  to  the  benefit  of  such  share  either  in  whole 
or  in  part  then  I  direct  my  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of  the  share  of 
such  brother  or  that  part  of  such  share  which  my  said  brother  is  unable 
to  receive  for  his  own  benefit "  upon  trust  for  the  brother's  children  as 
therein  declared. 

The  testator  died  on  November  23,  1894. 

The  net  residue  of  the  estate  was  insufficient  to  provide  the  £1200; 
and  it  was  not  converted  during  the  wife's  life. 

The  wife  died  on  August  16,  1904. 

The  trustees  then  proceeded  to  realize  tbe  estate,  tbe  net  residue 
of  which  amounted  to  £986,  and  appointed  November  2,  1904,  for 
distribution. 

On  November  2,  1904,  tbe  trustees  were  informed  that  John  Goulder 
bad  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  early  in  October,  and  that  the 
bankruptcy  petition  was  fixed  for  bearing  on  November  3,  1904. 
They   therefore  refused  to  pay  John  Goulder' s  share. 

( >n  November  3,  1904,  a  receiving  order  was  made,  and  on  Novem- 
ber 15,  1904,  John  Goulder  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt. 

On  December  1,  1904,  a  trustee  was  appointed. 

On  March  20,  1905,  tbe  trustee  assigned  John  Goulder's  sbare  to 
certain  assignees. 

This  summons  was  issed  to  determine  whether  John  Goulder's  share 
belonged  to  the  assignees  or  bad  passed  under  tbe  gift  over  to  bis 
children. 

Tbe  assignees  contended  that  on  the  construction  of  tbe  proviso  the 
words  "  prior  to  tbe  actual  payment  to  him  of  his  share  or  any  part 
of  his  share  "  referred  to  the  time  when  the  share  or  part-share  was  de 
jure  payable,  i.  e.,  in  the  actual  circumstances,  the  time  of  the  wife's 
death,  and  that  if  tbe  words  were  read  literally,  the  gift  over  was  void 
for  uncertainty. 

The  arguments  and  judgment  on  the  latter  point  are  alone  reported. 

Owen  Thompson,  for  the  trustees. 

W.  M.  limit,  for  the  bankrupt's  children. 

Gatey,  for  the  assignees. 

Swinfen  Eady,  J.,  after  holding  on  the  construction  of  tbe  proviso 
that  the  words  "  prior  to  the  actual  payment"  must  be  read  literally 
and  that  the  share  or  part-share  which  the  brother  was  then  unable  to 
receive  was  given  over,  continued  :  The  question  is  whether  the  law 
can  give  effect  to  such  a  proviso  or  whether  it  is  ineffectual. 

In  Johnson  v.  Crook,  12  Ch.  D.  639,  Jessel,  M.  R.,  examined  tbe 
cases  from  Ilutcheon  v.  Mannington,  (1791)  1  Ves.  Jun.  366  ;  2  R.  R. 
115,  down  to  Minors  v.  Battison,  1  App.  Cas.  428,  437,  443,  44G,  452, 
with  the  greatest  care,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  where  the  event 
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was  definite  and  certain  such  a  proviso  was  lawful,  and  that  there  was 
no  rule  of  law  prohibiting  effect  being  given  to  it.  In  In  re  Chaston, 
18  Ch.  D.  218,  227,  and  In  re  Wilkins,  18  Ch.  D.  634,  638,  Fry,  J.,  in 
terras  approved  of  this  decision.  In  In  re  Chaston,  he  said  :  "  I  believe 
that  all  the  earlier  cases  proceed  simply  on  this  inquiry  :  Is  the  con- 
tingency expressed  with  definite  certainty?  If  it  be,  we  will  give  effect 
to  it ;  if  it  be  not,  we  will  not  give  effect  to  it.  Lord  Thurlow,  in 
Hutcheon  v.  Manninyton,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  contingency 
was  too  indefinite."  Fry,  J.,  thcefore  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
when  the  contingency  was  expressed  with  definite  certainty  there 
was  no  rule  of  law  to  prevent  effect  being  given  to  it. 

The  assignees  relied  on  Martin  v.  Martin,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  404,  and 
certain  observations  in  Minors  v.  Btttison.  But  those  authorities 
were  fully  dealt  with  in  Johnson  v.  Crook. 

It  is  true  that  in  Bubb  v.  Padwick,  13  Ch.  D.  517,  Malins,  V.  C, 
took  a  different  view.  I  must,  however,  give  effect  to  the  views  of 
Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Johnson  v.  Crook,  and  Fry,  J.,  in  In  re  Chaston 
and  In  re  Wilkins.  I  can  see  no  reason  for  not  doing  so  in  a  case 
where  the  event  is  sufficiently  certain.  There  is  no  law  to  prevent  a 
testator  providing  that  a  legacy  is  to  be  divested  on  a  certain  event. 
He  may  give  property  to  a  parent  for  life  with  remainder  to  his  children, 
with  a  gift  over  of  the  share  to  any  child  who  predeceases  the  parent. 
As  long  as  the  event  can  be  properly  ascertained,  legal  effect  must  be 
given  to  the  gift  over. 

In  the  present  case,  as  the  act  of  bankruptcy  happened  before  actual 
payment*  the  gift  over  took  effect,  and  the  children  took  their  father's 
share. 


GAZZARD    v.    JOBBINS. 

Supreme  Court  of  New  South  Wales.     1893. 

[Reported  11  .V.  S.  W.  R.  Eq.  28.] 

Motion.  Surah  Jobbins  by  her  will  devised  certain  of  her  real  estate 
to  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  arising  therefrom  to 
ber  daughter  Sarah  Gale  daring  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  equally 
between  the  children  of  her  daughter  Diary  Gazzard.    And  for  the 

purposes  of  this  division  the  trustees  wen;  empowered  to  sell  and  dl8- 
{»'>-. ■  of  the  properties.  The  will  also  contained  a  clause  in  restraint 
of  anticipation  in  these  terms:  ltIf  any  Of  the  persons  beneficially 
intrusted  under  this  my  will  shall  in  any  wise  anticipate  any  of  the 
annuities  payments  benefits  or  advantages  intended  for  him  her  or 
them  l>v  the  said  will  or  should  any  of  the  said  persons  so  beneficially 
interested  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  make  any  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  or  should  any  act  be  done  by  such  or  any  per 
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son  or  any  state  of  things  arise  whereby  save  for  this  provision  the 
annuities  bequest  benefits  or  advantages  intended  for  such  persons 
would  be  divested  out  of  such  persons  and  vest  in  and  go  to  third  per- 
sons strangers  to  me  then  and  in  such  case  and  whenever  the  same 
may  occur  I  herein'  declare  and  my  will  is  that  the  annuity  bequest 
payment  or  other  benefit  or  advantage  to  any  such  person  shall  thence- 
forth cease  determine  and  be  void."  In  case  of  any  beneficiary  for- 
feiting under  this  clause,  there  was  a  devise  over  of  the  share  to  the 
children  of  the  person  so  forfeiting,  and,  in  default  of  children,  into 
the  residue. 

Sarah  Jobbins  died  on  the  17th  January,  1869,  and  Sarah  Gale,  the 
tenant  for  life,  died  in  May,  1890.  Mary  Gazzard  had  eight  children, 
one  of  whom  was  William  Gazzard,  a  defendant  in  the  suit,  and  hus- 
band of  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  9th  July,  1877,  William  Gazzard  mortgaged  his  interest 
under  the  said  will  to  one  Thomas  Bartlett,  who,  on  the  2d  October, 
1878,  in  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  in  the  mortgage,  sold  this  inter- 
est to  Andrew  Hardie  McCulloch,  who  in  turn  sold  it  to  Jessie  Robert- 
son Gazzard,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  and  wife  of  William  Gazzard, 
the  purchase  money  being  money  belonging  to  her  separate  estate. 
Subsequently  to  the  above  mortgage  William  Gazzard  had  purported 
to  again  mortgage  his  interest  to  Burrows  and  Gleeson  on  the  15th 
September,  1877,  and  on  the  14th  January,  1889,  made  a  settlement 
of  it  on  his  marriage  with  the  plaintiff.  On  the  23d  February,  1888, 
William  Gazzard  had  been  declared  insolvent. 

Jessie  Robertson  Gazzard  now  claimed  a  declaration  that  the  mort- 
gage and  conveyances  to  Bartlett,  McCulloch  and  herself  were  effec- 
tual to  convey  the  interest  of  William  Gazzard  to  her  for  her  separate 
use,  and  that  Henry  Jobbins  and  Jason  Johnston,  trustees  of  the  will 
of  Sarah  Jobbins,  now  stood  possessed  of  that  interest  as  trustees  for 
her ;  she  further  asked  that  they  might  be  ordered  to  pay  over  the 
share  of  William  Gazzard  then,  or  thereafter  to  be,  in  their  hands  to 
her  for  her  separate  use.  The  two  infant  children  of  William  Gazzard 
and  the  plaintiff  were  joined  as  defendants. 

Donovan  (liolin  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lingen,  for  the  infant  defendants. 

Rich,  for  the  defendant  William  Gazzard  and  the  trustees  of  the  will 
of  Sarah  Jobbins,  submitted. 

Owen,  C.  J.  in  Eq.  In  this  case  Sarah  Jobbins  by  her  will  devised 
certain  of  her  property  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and 
profits  arising  from  it  to  her  daughter  Sarah  Gale  for  life,  and  upon  her 
death,  in  trust  to  divide  it  equally  among  the  children  of  her  daughter 
Mary  Gazzard  ;  and  she  directed  her  trustees  to  sell  the  property  after 
the  death  of  Sarah  Gale  for  the  purposes  of  making  this  distribution. 
The  will  also  contained  the  following  proviso:  —  (His  Honor  then  read 
the  clause  against  anticipation.) 

During  the  lifetime  of  Sarah  Gale  the  tenant  for  life,  William  Gaz- 
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zard,  ODe  of  the  children  of  Mary  Gazzard,  alienated  his  interest  in  the 
property,  and  the  question  that  I  have  to  determine  is  whether  the  clause 
in  the  will  against  anticipation  is  valid,  and,  therefore,  the  alienation 
void. 

The  general  principle  of  law  is  clearly  established  that  where  an  es- 
tate in  fee  or  an  absolute  interest,  whether  in  real  or  personal  property, 
is  granted,  no  general  condition  attached  to  that  gift  can  prevent  the 
alienation  of  that  absolute  interest.  There  may  be  a  condition  against 
alienating  it  within  a  certain  limited  time,  but  a  general  condition 
against  alienation  is  undoubtedly  void.  Some  distinctions  have  been 
grafted  upon  this  general  principle.  Amongst  others,  it  has  been  laid 
down  that  where  a  person's  interest  is  merely  contingent  there  may  be 
a  clause  against  alienation.  That  appears  to  have  been  decided  in 
Churchill  v.  Marks,  1  Coll.  441.  In  a  late  case,  before  Mr.  Justice 
North  \_In  re  Porter,  [1892]  3  Ch.  481],  it  was  decided  that,  where  a 
man  had  a  vested  estate  in  remainder  which  was  liable  to  be  divested, 
a  clause  of  this  kind  was  good.  He  appears  to  have  decided  this  upon 
the  same  principle  as  was  adopted  in  Churchill  v.  Marks,  holding,  as 
I  understand  it,  that  there  was  no  difference  in  principle  between  a 
contingent  interest  and  a  vested  interest  liable  to  be  divested.  There 
is  no  question  here  of  the  interest  divesting ;  it  is  clear  that  the  estate 
given  to  William  Gazzard  was  a  vested  estate  in  fee  in  remainder  ex- 
pectant upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

It  was  contended  by  Mr.  Lingen  that  the  principle  I  have  referred 
to  does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  vested  estate  is  in  remainder;  but 
no  authorities  were  cited  for  that  position,  and  I  can  find  no  trace  of 
such  a  rule  either  in  the  text  books  or  in  the  decisions  that  I  have  been 
referred  to ;  and,  on  principle,  I  do  not  think  that  this  contention  can 
be  supported.  The  broad  principle  is  that  where  you  give  an  absolute 
interest,  the  law  attaches  to  it  the  right  of  alienation,  and  a  condition 
interfering  with  that  right  is  repugnant  to  the  principle  underlying 
absolute  interests.  If  that  is  the  principle,  it  is  applicable  to  vested 
remainders  quite  as  much  as  to  estates  in  possession.  So  far  as  I  can 
see,  there  is  no  ground  for  distinction,  and  as  no  authorities  in  support 
of  it  have  been  cited,  I  will  not  graft  what  appears  to  be  an  unauthor- 
ized exception  upon  the  general  rule. 

Then  it  is  contended  that  from  the  words  of  the  forfeiture  clause  the 
intention  of  the  testatrix  was  to  prevent  the  beneficiaries  from  antici- 
pating their  expectancies  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  because 
the  word  "  anticipation"  is  used.  That  argument  appears  to  me  to  be 
more    Ingenious   than    valid.      If   the   word  "  anticipation  "   had   never 

before  been  used  in  such  a  context,  there  might  be  something  said  in 

favor  of  the  meaning  that  Mr.  Lingen  contends  for;  but  the  word  lias 
been  used  in  similar  clauses  from  the  time  when  restrictions  were  first 
allowed  against  alienation  by  married  women.  In  these  cases  the  term 
u  anticipation "  is  almost  invariably  used  and  as  the  mere  equivalent 
of  "  alienation."     It  appears  to  me  that  what  the  testatrix  meant  was 
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to  restrain  alienation  generally,  because  she  goes  on  in  the  clause  to 
deal  with  the  various  possible  modes  of  alienation  —  some  of  them 
voluntary  ami  others  involuntary  —  showing  that  her  real  intention  was 
to  prevent  those  of  her  family  who  took  benefits  under  her  will  from 
alienating  or  parting  with  those  benefits  to  strangers  in  no  way  con- 
nected  with  herself.  It  would  be  refining  away  the  meaning  of  the 
testatrix  if  I  were  to  construe  the  word  as  meaning  that  they  only  pre- 
vented from  disposing  of  their  expectant  interests  during  the  life  of  the 
tenant  for  life. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  clause  against  anticipation  is 
void  as  being  repugnant  to  the  absolute  interest  which  the  testatrix  has 
given  previously,  and  I  hold  that  William  Gazzard  was  in  a  position 
when  he  gave  the  mortgage  set  out  in  the  statement  of  claim  to  alien 
his  share  of  the  property. 

Costs  of  all  parties  as  between  solicitor  and  client  out  of  the  share 
of  William  Gazzard. 

Relief  granted  as  prayed. 


KING  v.   BURCHELL. 
Chancery.     1759. 

[Reported  Arab.  379.] 

John  Blunt,  by  will  26th  October,  1731,  devised  after  the  death  of 
his  wife,  and  failing  issue  of  her  body,  all  that  messuage,  &c,  in  the 
parish  of  Hunton  and  Linton,  in  Kent,  unto  his  cousin  John  Harris, 
second  son  of  Thomas  Harris,  by  his  sister  Sarah,  for  life,  remainder 
to  the  issue  male  of  his  cousin  John  Harris,  and  to  his  and  their  heirs, 
share  and  share  alike,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  the  issue  female 
of  his  cousin  John  Harris,  and  her  and  their  heirs,  and  for  want  of  such 
issue,  to  William  King,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever. 

He  also  gave  other  houses  at  Maidstone  to  his  wife,  remainder  to  his 
cousin  John  Harris,  for  life,  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  deter- 
mination of  that  estate,  to  the  issue  male  of  the  body  of  his  cousin 
John  Harris,  and  to  their  heirs,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  to  his 
cousin  William  King,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  with  a  proviso, 
that  the  bequests  and  limitations  of  all  the  premises  limited  to  his 
cousin  John  Harris,  and  such  issue  male  and  female,  is  upon  special 
consideration,  that  if  John  Harris  or  his  issue,  or  any  of  them,  shall 
alienate,  mortgage,  encumber,  or  commit  any  act  or  deed,  whereby  to 
alter,  change,  charge,  or  defeat  the  bequests,  shall  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid,  and  he  did  thereby  charge  the  premises  with  the  payment  of 
£2000  unto  such  person  or  persons,  and  his  or  their  heirs,  who  could, 
should,  or  ought  to  take  next,  by  virtue  or  means  of  any  of  the 
bequests  or  limitations. 
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John  Harris  had  two  daughters  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  who 
were  married  to  the  defendants,  and  were  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator, 
and,  together  with  their  father,  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  houses  at 
Maidstone,  and  declared  the  uses,  &c.     John  Harris  is  since  dead. 

Bill  by  plaintiff  to  be  paid  the  £2000  out  of  the  estate. 

Yorke,  Solicitor-General,  and  WUbraham,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Pratt,  Attorney-General,  Sewell,  and  Webb,  on  the  other  side. 

Henlet,  Lord  Keeper,  took  time  to  consider  ;  and  on  Tuesda}*,  20th 
November,  delivered  his  opinion,  That  John  Harris  took  an  estate  tail ; 
and  that  the  proviso  was  repugnant  to  the  estate.1  a   . 

flft/ULvXAA/O  (XACUAaM  -f^AAA>U^  -^oJiA-o^/. 


BRADLEY   v.    PEIXOTO. 
Chancery.     1797. 

[Reported  3  Ves.  324.] 

This  cause  arose  upon  the  following  disposition  by  the  will  of 
Thomas  Bradley  :  — 

11 1  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son  Henry  Bradley  the  dividends  aris- 
ing from  £1620  of  my  bank  stock  for  his  support  during  the  term  of  his 
life:  but  at  his  decease  the  said  £1620  bank  stock,  principal  and  inte- 
rest, to  devolve  to  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns. 
Having  observed  during  the  term  of  my  life  so  many  fatal  examples  of 
parents  having  left  their  children  in  a  state  of  opulence,  who  have 
afterwards  been  reduced  to  want  the  common  necessaries  of  life,  my 
principal  view  in  this  will  is.  that  my  wife  and  children  may  have  a 
solid  sufficiency  to  support  them  during  their  lives.  For  this  purpose 
I  will  and  most  Btrictly  ordain,  that  if  my  wife  or  any  one  of  my  chil- 
dren shall  attempt  to  dispose  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  bank  stock,  the 
dividends  from  which  is  bequeathed  to  them  in  this  will  and  testament 
for  their  support  during  their  lives,  such  an  attempt  by  my  wife  or  any 
of  my  children  shall  exclude  them,  him  or  her,  so  attempting,  from  any 
benefit  in  this  will  and  testament,  and  shall  forfeit  the  whole  of  their 
share,  principal  and  interest;  which  shall  go  and  be  divided  unto  and 
among  my  other  children  in  equal  shares,  that  will  observe  the  tenor  of 
this  will  and  testament." 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Henry  Bradley  againsl  one  of  the  daughters  of 

the  testator,  who  had  taken  out  administration.  The  prayer  of  the 
bill  was,  that  the  defendant,  might  he  decreed  to  transfer  the  £1620 
bank  Stock  to  the  plaintiff.  The  other  children  w.re  out  of  the  juris- 
diction. 

i  See  Stantbmy  v.  Iluhncr,  78  M<1.  228  (1890)  ;  Dt  Ptytter  v.  Hfichael,  0  N.  Y.  467 
(1852). 

vol.  vi.  — 4 
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Master  op  the  Rolls.  [Sik  Richard  Pepper  Ardem.]  The  first 
clause  is  an  absolute  gift  of  the  principal  and  dividends.  But  then 
comes  this  clause,  with  which  the  plaintiff  does  not  comply;  and  the 

question  is,  whether  by  the  rules  of  tins  court  he  can  demand  the 
legacy,  not  complying  with  the  injunction,  the  testator  has  laid  upon 
him  ;  or  rather  whether  the  condition  is  consistent  with  the  gift.  See- 
ing the  lather's  intent  so  clearly  and  strongly  expressed  1  have  taken 
some  time  to  consider  this  case;  and  have  endeavored  to  satisfy  my- 
self, that  I  am  at  liberty  to  refuse  the  plaintiff  the  demand,  which  he 
now  makes.  Indeed  another  reason  for  delaying  my  judgment  was, 
that  there  appeared  to  be  other  children,  who  were  interested  in  this 
question  and  were  not  parties  to  the  cause.  The  reason  given  for  not 
having  them  before  the  court  is,  that  they  are  all  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion. Had  they  been  in  this  country,  I  should  have  expected  them  to 
have  been  made  defendants,  to  sustain  their  interests  :  but  as  they  live 
abroad,  the  cause  has  proceeded  without  them  ;  and  according  to  the 
opinion,  I  have  formed  of  this  case,  the}'  are  not  necessary  parties; 
because  I  feel  myself  obliged  to  say,  that  the  proviso  I  have  before 
stated  is  of  no  effect. 

I  have  looked  into  the  cases,  that  have  been  mentioned  ;  and  find  it 
laid  down  as  a  rule  long  ago  established,  that  where  there  is  a  gift  with 
a  condition  inconsistent  with  and  repugnant  to  such  gift,  the  condition 
is  wholly  void.  A  condition,  that  tenant  in  fee  shall  not  alien,  is 
repugnant ;  and  there  are  many  other  cases  of  the  same  sort :  Piers  v« 
Winn,  1  Vent.  321.  Pollexf.  435.  The  report  in  Ventris  is  very  con- 
fused :  but  it  appears  clearly  from  the  report  of  this  case  in  Pollexfen, 
as  well  as  from  many  other  cases,  that  the  court  meant  to  say,  that 
where  there  is  gift  in  tail  with  condition  not  to  suffer  a  recovery,  the 
condition  is  void.  There  are  several  cases  of  this  kind  collected  in  2 
Danv.  Ab.  22,  which  show,  that  a  condition  repugnant  to  the  nature  of 
the  estate  given  is  void :  Co.  Lit.  223  a,  Dy.  264.  Jfildmay's  Case, 
6  Co.  40.  StuJceley  v.  Butler,  Hob.  1G8,  is  of  the  same  kind  ;  where 
it  was  held,  that  an  exception  of  the  very  thing,  that  is  the  subject  of 
the  gift,  is  of  no  effect.  In  all  these  cases  the  gift  stands,  and  the  con- 
dition or  exception  is  rejected.  In  this  case  then  I  am  under  the  neces- 
sity of  declaring,  that  this  is  a  gift  with  a  qualification  inconsistent 
with  the  gift;  and  the  qualifieation  must  therefore  be  rejected.  This 
is  not  like  Sockett  v.  Wr<iy,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  483  ;  for  there  the  gift  was 
to  a  ftme  covert  for  life  ;  and  then  to  such  uses  as  she  should  by  will 
appoint.  She  could  only  appoint  by  will;  and  could  not  bind  her 
executors  by  any  deed  in  her  life-time  ;  and  I  declared  in  determining 
that  case,  that  I  should  think  otherwise,  in  the  case  of  a  man  or  any 
person  having  an  absolute  interest.  A  man  could  bind  his  executors; 
but  not  a  feme  covert.  If  this  had  been  a  gift  to  the  son  for  life,  and 
after  his  death  as  he  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment 
then  to  other  persons,  I  desire  not  to  be  understood,  that  it  would  not 
be  good :  if  in  default  of  appointment  it  was  to  go  to  his  executors,  I 
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should  doubt,  whether  it  would  be  so :  but  I  give  no  opinion  upon  this. 
Upon  the  whole,  I  am  obliged  to  hold  this  condition  repugnant  to  the 
gift  and  therefore  void.  Declare,  that  the  condition  annexed  to  the 
legacy  of  £1620  bank  stock  is  repugnant  to  and  inconsistent  with 
the  interest  given  to  the  legatee  of  the  stock,  and  therefore  void  ;  and 
upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  this  suit  by  the  plaintiff  let  the  stock  be 
transferred  to  him. 

In  Peixoto  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  Chun.  3d  of  .Tunc.  1797,  the 
subject  of  which  was  a  disposition  of  stock  by  the  same  will  in  precisely 
the  same  manner,  the  Lord  Chancellor  [Lord  Loughborough]  was 
very  clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  was  an  absolute,  not  a  limited,  interest; 
aud  decreed  accordingly.1 


^^D0E 


d.   NORFOLK  v.  HAWKE. 
King's  Bench.     1802. 
[Reported  2  East,  481.] 

On  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  for  a  certain  messuage  and  lands  In 
Yorkshire,  at  the  last  York  Assizes,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  demise  of  John  lbbotson,  and  for  the  defendants  on  the 
demise  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on 
the  following  case. 

Joseph  Whiteley  was  lessee  of  the  premises  in  question  for  the  term 
of  21  years  commencing  from  the  29th  September  1789,  under  a  lease 
granted  to  him  by  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  dated  25th  January  1790. 
Whiteley  entered  into  possession  of  the  premises  under  this  lease,  and 
made  his  will  dated  10th  October  1790,  whereby  he  disposed  of  the 
premises  in  question  as  follows.  "  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  nephew 
Abraham  lbbotson,  with  sill. mis-ion  to  the  Duke  of  Norfolk,  the  tenant 
right  of  my  farm  at  the  Edgefield,  which  I  hold  by  lease  under  his 
Grace,  he  paying  the  rent  and  conforming  to  the  covenants  in  the 
lease;  but  not  to  dispose  <>f  <>r  sell  tin  tenant  right  /<>  any  othej_ 
■  n:  but  if  h>  r<fn*<*  tn  dwell  there  himself,  or  keep  in  his  own 
V  session,  then  my  will  is.  that,  my  nephew  John  [bbotson  (one  of 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff),  shall  have  the  tenant  right  of  the  farm  at 
the  Edgefield."  And  the  testator  directed  (amongst  other  things)  that 
the  said  farm  should  be  delivered  up  as  before  willed  a  year  and  a  day 
after  his  decease  by  his  executrix:  and  he  appointed  bis  niece,  Sarah 
lbbotson,  sole  executrix,  and  gave  the  residue  of  hi*  effects  to  her. 
The  testator  Whiteley  died  in  January  L799,  having  continued  in  poa- 
ion  of  the  premises  till  his  death.  The  executrix  married  Rowland 
Haiti. -v,  and  duly  proved  the  will,  and  administration  was  granted 

i  But  sec  Williams  v.  Ash,  1  How.  1  (1  *■»:}).    jit,    ktf^fKJL  tfff. 


52  DOE   d.    NORFOLK    V.    HAWKE.  [CHAP.  II. 

to  her,  mid  she  and  her  husband  entered  into  the  possession  of  the 
premises  on  Whiteley's  death.  And  in  February  1800  possession  of 
the  premises  was  duly  delivered  by  them,  together  with  the  lease,  to 
A.  Ibbotson,  in  pursuance  of  Whiteley's  will,  and  A.  Ibbotson  continued 
in  such  possession  till  he  quitted  the  same  as  after-mentioned-  When 
A.  Ibbotson  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  J.  Crookes  lent  him 
£25  on  his  note  of  hand  ;  and  thereupon  A.  Ibbotson  deposited  with 
Crookes  the  lease  of  the  premises  as  a  further  security.  At  the  time  of 
lending  the  £25  it  was  agreed  between  Crookes  and  A.  Ibbotson,  that 
Crookes  should  have  the  first  chance  for  the  farm  ;  but  no  actual  valu- 
ation was  made.  Crookes  made  further  advances  to  A.  Ibbotson, 
amounting  in  all  to  £60;  but  Crookes  knew  nothing  of  Whiteley's  will 
until  the  whole  of  the  £00  had  been  advanced.  Afterwards  A.  Ibbot- 
son was  arrested  at  the  suit  of  K.  Hartley,  to  whom  he  (A.  Ibbotson) 
had  given  a  warrant  of  attorney  ;  and  thereon  Crookes  paid  for  A. 
Ibbotson,  at  his  request,  £00  more,  to  effect  A.  Ibbotson's  liberation. 
Alter  this  Crookes  took  from  A.  Ibbotson  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
confess  a  judgment,  and  a  bill  of  sale  of  A.  Ibbotson's  goods  ;  but 
never  entered  up  judgment  on  such  warrant  of  attorney.  Then  one 
William  Greaves,  at  A.  Ibbotson's  request,  paid  off  the  money  ad- 
vanced by  Crookes,  and  took  from  A.  Ibbotson  a  fresh  warrant  of 
attorney  to  confess  a  judgment ;  and  at  the  same  time  the  lease,  and  a 
copy  of  Whiteley's  will  (which  had  been  in  Crookes'  possession),  were 
delivered  by  Crookes.  Judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of 
attorney  so  given  to  Greaves,  and  execution  thereon  issued  in  Trinity 
Term  1801  ;  but  before  the  entry  with  Greaves'  execution,  one  Joseph 
Schofield,  another  creditor  of  A.  Ibbotson,  had  levied  an  execution 
upon  part  of  the  goods  of  A.  Ibbotson,  which  execution  being  satisfied 
by  Greaves,  was  withdrawn,  and  possession  was  taken  under  his  exe- 
cution, and  the  lease  of  the  premises  in  question  was  on  the  18th  June 
1801  publicly  sold  and  assigned  by  the  sheriff  under  Greaves'  execu- 
tion to  the  defendants,  who  were  immediately  put  into  possession  of 
the  premises,  and  now  continue  solely  possessed  thereof.  A.  Ibbotson 
quitted  the  premises  in  the  morning  before  the  sale,  and  has  ever  since 
ceased  (<>  dwell  I In  re  or  have  any  possessi<m  thereof.  John  Ibbotson 
(the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff)  attended  at  the  time  and  place  of  sale 
(which  was  public),  and  before  the  actual  sale  gave  notice  of  his 
claim  under  Whiteley's  will  to  the  defendants.  The  question  was, 
Whether  the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to  recover  on  the  demise  of  John 
Ibbotson.  If  be  were,  the  verdict  to  stand ;  if  not,  a  nonsuit  to  be 
entered. 

Wood,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Lambe,  contra. 

Loud  Eli.enborougii,  C.  J.  The  terms  of  this  devise  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  conditional  limitation,  in  which  the  interest  of  Abraham 
Ibbotson  in  the  premises  is  limited  on  certain  events,  on  the  happening 
of  which  it  is  given  over  to  John.     And  the  question  is,  Whether  the 
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acts  of  the  party  whose  incapacity  is  to  be  incurred  on  his  refusal  to 
dwell  on  the  farm  or  keep  it  in  his  own  possession,  have  not  deter- 
mined his  interest?  When  he  deposited  the  lease  with  Crookes  as  a 
further  security  for  the  several  loans  of  money  advanced  by  him,  was 
this  not  a  voluntary  act?  and  when  the  lease  was  afterwards  delivered 
over  to  another  creditor  who  took  up  the  first  demand,  and  to  whom  a 
warrant  of  attorne}'  was  at  the  same  time  given,  and  considering  that 
by  so  giving  up  the  lease  he  thereby  disabled  himself  from  mortgaging 
the  premises,  and  by  giving  the  warrant  of  attorney  be  enabled  the 
creditor  to  dispossess  him  at  his  option,  must  he  not  be  taken  to  have 
contemplated  at  the  time  the  legal  consequence  of  these  acts  which 
afterwards  ensued?  That  these  were  voluntary  acts  there  can  be  no 
doubt  He  put  the  creditor  in  possession  of  the  document  of  the  farm  ; 
and  by  all  the  authorities  he  thereby  gave  a  specific  lien  on  the  lease. 
For  according  to  Iiussel  v.  Eussel,  1  Bro.  Chan.  Cas.  2G9,  and  several 
other  cases  there  mentioned,  the  making  of  such  a  deposit  gives  juris- 
diction to  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  a  sale  of  the  lease  in  discharge  of 
the  lien.  As  it  then  enables  the  other  to  turn  the  part}'  out  of  posses- 
sion in  default  of  payment,  it  shows  a  purpose  in  the  latter  to  part  with 
the  possession,  and  therefore  the  subsequent  proceeding  and  execution 
is  not  strictly  in  invitum,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  that  of  Doe  v. 
Carter.  And  there  need  not  be  fraud  in  the  transaction  ;  it  is  enough 
if  there  be  a  manifest  intention  to  depart  with  the  estate,  followed  by 
acts  to  that  end,  which  if  not  produced  immediately  by  the  procure- 
ment of  the  party,  may  yet  be  said  to  be  done  with  his  assent.  Upon 
the  whole  therefore  it  is  enough  to  say  that  here  was  a  voluntary 
departing  with  the  estate. 

Lawkknck,  J.  The  lease  was  given  by  the  testator  to  Abraham 
Ibbotson,  so  long  as  he  lived  on  the  farm;  the  material  words  of  the 
bequest  are,  "  that  he  should  not  dispose  of  or  sell  the  tenant-right  to 
any  other  person :  but  if  he  refused  to  dwell  there  himself,  or  keep  it 
in  his  own  possession,"  then  it  was  to  go  over  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff.  Now  the  word  refuted  is  only  a  iigurative  expression;  mean- 
ing  if  the  first  taker  ceased  to  dwell  there.  There  was  certainly  no 
occasion  for  any  person  previously  to  inquire  of  him  whether  he  would 
reside  there  or  not,  and  that  he  should  expressly  refuse  it. 

Lk  Blanc,  J.  This  would  ho  a  strong  case  if  it  rested  even  on  the 
first  point;  for  here  are  strong  circumstances  to  show  that  this  was  a 
departing  with  the  possession  of  the  estate  by  the  party's  own  act. 
Besides  which,  on  the  construction  of  the  will  it  clearly  appears  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  if  A.  Ibbotson  ceased  to  live  on 
the  premises  or  keep  them  in  his  own  possession,  they  should  go  over 
to  John  Ibbotson. 

Postea  to  the  jylaintiff. 

GR09E,  J.,  was  absent  from  indisposition. 
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DOE   d.    GILL   v.   PEARSON. 

King's  Bench.     1805. 

[Reported  6  East,  173.] 

In  ejectment  for  the  moiety  of  an  estate  in  the  parish  of  Ackworth, 
in  the  county  of  York,  brought  upon  the  demise  of  John  Gill  and 
Hannah  his  wife,  stated  in  the  declaration  to  have  been  made  on  19th 
January,  44  G.  3,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  at  the  last 
assizes  at  York  before  Chambre,  J.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court 
upon  the  following  case: 

John  Collett  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  estate  in  question,  by  will 
dated  13th  of  January  1787,  and  duly  executed,  first  directed  that  all 
his  debts,  legacies,  annuities,  and  funeral  expenses  should  be  paid  by 
his  executrixes  out  of  his  real  and  personal  estates,  which  he  charged 
therewith.  And  then  reciting  that  he  had  given  a  bond  for  £300  to  his 
son-in-law  R.  Cuttle  on  his  marriage  with  his  daughter  Margaret  as  a 
marriage  portion,  he  therefore  only  gave  to  the  said  R.  and  M.  Cuttle 
Is.  (besides  the  sum  due  on  the  bond)  in  full  of  all  claim  upon  his 
estates  or  effects.  He  then  bequeathed  to  his  daughter  Mary,  the  wife 
of  D.  Unwin,  an  annuity  of  £8  for  her  life,  to  be  paid  to  her  (for  her 
separate  use)  by  his  executrixes,  by  quarterly  payments,  (with  a  power 
of  distress  for  arrears.)  He  also  bequeathed  to  D.  Unwin  Is.  in  full  of 
any  claim  on  his  estate  or  effects.  He  then  bequeathed  to  the  children 
of  his  said  daughter  Mary  Unwin,  viz.  Thomas,  Fanny,  George,  Wil- 
liam, and  Mary  Unwin,  £10  each,  to  be  paid  to  them  as  the}'  respec- 
tively attained  their  age  of  21  years,  and  after  their  mother's  death. 
And  he  willed  that  if  any  of  the  children  of  his  said  daughter  Mary 
happened  to  die  before  he,  she,  or  they  attained  the  age  of  21  years, 
without  having  lawful  issue,  then  the  share  of  either  so  dying  should  go 
to  the  survivors.  He  also  bequeathed  to  another  daughter,  Fanny,  the 
wife  of  James  Brinon,  an  annuity  of  £9  for  life,  to  be  paid  to  her  by 
his  executrixes  by  half-yearly  payments  (for  her  separate  use,  and 
with  a  power  of  distress  for  arrears)  ;  and  he  gave  the  said  James 
Brinon  Is.  in  full  for  any  claim  out  of  his  estates  or  effects.  He  also 
bequeathed  legacies  of  £20  to  each  of  the  children  of  his  daughter 
Fanny,  in  the  same  manner  as  he  had  before  done  to  the  children  of 
his  daughter  Mary  Unwin.  And  directed  all  the  legacies  given  to  his 
grandchildren  to  be  paid  as  they  severally  became  due  to  them  by  his 
executrixes.  He  then  devised  as  follows:  "■  I_give  and  devise  unto 
my  two  daughters  Ann  Collett  and  Hannah  Collett  all  my  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  at  Ackworth,  or  elsewhere,  in  the 
county  of  York,  (subject  to  the  several  legacies  and  annuities  herein- 
before given  by  this  my  will,  and  made  chargeable  thereon,)  to  hold  to 
them  my  said  daughters  Ann  and  Hannah,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for- 
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ever,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants;  upon  this 
special  proviso  and  condition,  that  in  case  my  said  daughters  Ann  and 
Hannah  Collett,  or  either  of  them,  shall  have  no  lawful  issue,  that  then 
and  in  such  case  they  or  she  having  no  lawful  issue  as  aforesaid  shall 
have  no  power  to  dispose  of  her  share  in  the  said  estates  so  above 
given  to  them  except  to  her  sister  or  sisters,  or  to  their  children.  All 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal  estates,  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects  not  hereinbefore  disposed  of,  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  unto  my  said  two  daughters  Ann  Collett  and  Hannah  Collett, 
their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  and  do  constitute  them  joint 
executrixes,"  &c.  The  testator  John  Collett  shortly  after  making  his 
will  died  seised  in  fee  of  the  estate  in  question,  leaving  no  son,  but  five 
daughters,  Mary,  then  the  wife  of  D.  Unwin,  since  deceased  ;  Ann, 
afterwards  the  wife  of  the  defendant  James  "Wait,  also  since  deceased  ; 
Fiances,  then  the  wife  of  James  Brinon,  also  since  deceased;  Mar- 
garet, then  the  wife  of  Richard  Cuttle,  now  living  ;  and  Hannah,  after- 
wards the  wife  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  J.  Gill,  also  now  living. 
Ann  the  wife  of  J.  Wait  never  had  any  issue,  but  all  the  other  four 
daughters  have  had  issue  which  are  now  alive.  Upon  the  death  of  the 
testator,  his  daughters  Ann  and  Hannah  entered  upon  his  real  estates. 
Soon  after  Hannah  married  John  Gill,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
Ann  married  the  defendant  J.  Wait.  The  defendant  "Wait  has  for  some 
years  enjoyed  one  moiety  of  the  estate  in  right  of  Ann  his  wife,  and 
rented  the  other  moiety  of  the  plaintiff  John  Gill,  and  Hannah  his  wife, 
as  tenant  from  year  to  year.  The  other  defendants  arc  tenants  to 
Wait  Wait  and  Ann  his  wife,  being  in  possession  of  the  estate  in  1 779, 
dnly  levied  a  fine  sur  conusance  de  droit  come  ceo,  &c,  of  a  moiety 
thereof;  and  by  indenture  duly  declared  the  uses  thereof  to  be  to  the 
use  of  the  defendant  Pearson  and  his  heirs,  in  trust  for  J.  "Wait  in  fee. 
Ann  Wait  died  above  a  year  ago  without  having  disposed  of  her  share 
in  the  said  estate  otherwise  than  by  the  said  fine  and  indenture,  and 
never  having  had  any  issue.  Since  her  death  and  before  the  day  of 
the  demise  laid  in  the  declaration  J.  Gill  and  Hannah  his  wife  duly 
made  an  entry  to  avoid  the  said  fine.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of 
the  conrt  was.  Whether  the  lessors  were  entitled  to  all  or  any  part  of 
the  moiety  of  the  said  estate  devised  to  Ann  Wait? 

The  ease  was  argued  in  last  Michaelmas  Term. 
Wood,  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff. 

Lamb* .  contra.  Curia  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Ellkkboboi  oh,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
In  this  case  line.-  questions  have  been  made:  1st.  Whether  the  condi- 
tions annexed    to   the   estates  of  Ann    Collett   and    Hannah   Collett    l.e 

good  in  point  of  law?  iMly.  As  to  the  effect  of  the  residuary  clause? 
And  8dly,  Whether  this  ejectment  can,  under  the  circamstances  of  this 
case,  !'<•  supported  by  one  of  several  co-heirs?  As  t.>  the  first,  we 
think  that  the  condition  i     good  :    for  according  to  the  case  of  1><tniel  v. 
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Ublet/,  iii  Sir  Wm.  Jones,  137,  and  in  Latch.  9,  39,  131,  though  the 
judges  did  not  agree  as  to  the  effect  of  a  devise  "  to  a  wife,  to  dispose 
at  her  will  and  pleasure,  and  to  give  to  which  of  her  sons  she  pleased  ;  " 
Jones  Justice  thinking  it  gave  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  power  to  dis- 
pose iA'  the  reversion  among  the  sons;  the  other  judges,  according  to 
his  report,  thinking  it  gave  her  a  fee  simple  in  trust  to  convey  to  any 
of  her  sons:  yet  in  that  case  it  was  not  doubted,  but  that  she  might 
have  had  given  her  a  fee  simple  conditional  to  convey  it  to  any  of  the 
sons  of  the  devisor ;  and  if  she  did  not,  that  the  heir  might  enter  for 
condition  broken  ;  which  estate  Jones  thought  the  devise  gave,  if  it  did 
not  give  a  life  estate,  with  a  power  of  disposing  of  the  reversion  among 
the  sons.  And  according  to  Latch.  37,  Dodderidge  said  ''  he  con- 
ceived she  had  the  fee,  with  condition,  that  if  she  did  alien,  that  then 
she  should  alien  to  one  of  her  children:"  and  concluded  his  argument 
on  this  point  by  saying,  that  "  her  estate  was  a  fee  with  a  liberty  to  ali- 
enate it  if  she  would,  but  with  a  condition  that  if  she  did  alienate,  then 
she  should  alienate  to  one  of  her  sons."  And  in  Dalison's  Reports,  58, 
there  is  a  case  to  this  effect :  "  A  devise  to  a  wife  to  dispose  and  em- 
ploy the  land  on  herself  and  her  sons  at  her  will  and  pleasure  : "  and 
Dier  and  Walsh  held  she  had  a  fee  simple,  but  that  it  was  conditional, 
and  that  she  could  not  give  it  to  a  stranger ;  but  that  she  might  hold  it 
herself,  or  give  it  to  one  of  her  sons.  These  cases  show  that  the  devise 
in  question  may  operate  as  a  devise  on  condition  ;  for  the  breach  of 
which  in  levying  a  fine  to  the  uses  within  stated  the  heirs  at  law  of  the 
devisor  will  be  entitled  to  enter,  and  the  plaintiff,  as  one  of  them,  will 
be  entitled  to  one  fourth  part  of  the  moieties  whereof  such  fine  was 
levied,  if  the  residuary  clause  do  not  operate  as  a  devise  over  on  non- 
performance of  the  condition.  And  we  think  that  the  residuary  clause 
cannot  be  considered  as  a  devise  over;  for  it  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  at  all  in  the  contemplation  of  the  devisor  to  make  a  devise  over 
of  the  share  of  each  daughter  on  the  breach  of  the  condition  by  such 
daughter,  but  merely  to  dispose  of  those  things  which  had  not  been 
before  disposed  of  by  the  will.  This  brings  the  case  to  the  single  and 
only  remaining  question,  Whether  one  co-heir  can  enter  for  the  breach 
of  a  condition?  and  it  seems  that  he  may.  In  assize  where  one  co- 
parcener enters  claiming  for  herself  and  her  companion,  it  vests  the 
seisin  in  both.  Brook's  Abridg.  tit.  Mitre  Congeable,  37.  Where  the 
entry  is  not  lawful,  the  claim  of  one  co-parcener  for  herself  and  her 
companion  does  not  vest  the  seisin  in  her  companion.  E contra,  where 
the  entry  is  lawful,  Ibid.  The  entry  of  one  co-parcener  is  the  entry 
of  both  as  to  a  stranger,  lb.  pi.  38.  If  lands  come  to  two  in  common 
and  one  enters  into  them  generally,  this  shall  be  the  entry  of  both,  1 
Roll's  Abr.  740,  letter  F.  pi.  3.  If  a  man  devise  certain  annuities  to 
his  four  sons  out  of  certain  lands,  and  devise  over,  that  if  his  heir  do 
not  pay  these  annuities  the  sons  shall  have  the  land  ;  if  the  annuities 
be  not  paid,  and  one  of  the  sons  enter  generally,  this  shall  be  an  entry 
for  all  the  four  sons  in  as  much  as  they  are  joint  tenants,  Ibid.  pi.  7. 
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Upon  the  whole  therefore  we  think  that  the  condition  annexed  to  the 
estate  devised  to  Ann  Collett  and  Hannah  Collett  is  good  in  point  of 
law.  That  the  residuary  clause  has  no  effect  in  this  case.  And  that 
the  ejectment  by  one  of  the  co-heirs  is  good  for  the  purpose  ot  recov- 
ering the  share  of  such  co-heir.  Judgment  for  one  fourth  of  the  share 
devised  to  Ann  Wait. 

Postea  to  the  plaintiff. 


WARE  y.  CANN. 
King's  Bench.     1830. 

[Reported  10  B.  1-  C.  433.] 

By  an  order  of  the  Vice- Chancellor  the  following  case  was  stated 
for  the  opinion  of  this  court :  — 

William  Reynell,  deceased,  by  his  will,  duly  executed  and  attested 
for  devising  freehold  estates,  after  giving  specific  and  pecuniary  lega- 
cies out  of  his  personal  estate,  devised  in  the  words  following :  — 

"  And,  lastly,  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  mj'  per- 
sonal  estate  and  lands  in  South  Tawton  and  in  Samford  Courtenay,  I 
give  unto  Richard  Ware,  son  of  Richard  Ware,  of  North  Tawton,  and  to 
his  heirs  forever;  but  if  in  case  the  said  R.  Ware  dies  without  heirs,  then 
to  John  Fowlessland  of  Spreyton,  and  his  heirs,  son  of  Elisha  Powless- 
hmd  of  Spreyton  ;  or  if  in  case  the  aforesaid  R.  Ware  offers  to  mortgage, 
or  suffer  a  fine  or  recovery  upon  the  whole,  or  any  part  thereof,  then  Jo 
goto  the  aforesaid  .1.  Powlessland  and  his  heirs."  The  said  J.  Powless- 
Land  was  a  stranger  in  blood  to  the  said  R.Ware.  The  testator  was 
at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  thence  to  and  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  seised  in  fee-simple  of  a  certain  freehold  estate,  consisting  of 
a  farm  and  land,  called  Middle  Week  and  Bar  Week,  in  South  Tawton, 
and  other  distinct  estates  in  South  Tawton  and  Samford  Courtenay. 

The  said  R.  Ware  having  filed  his  bill  in  the  High  Court  of  Chan- 
cery against  the  defendant,  a  question  has  arisen  in  the  suit  upon  the 
nature  of  the  plaintiffs  title  to  the  premises  under  the  said  will. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were, 

First,  What  estate  and  interest  the  plaintiff  took  in  the  devised 
promises  under  the  said    will. 

Secondly,  Whether  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  convey  a  part  of  the  estate 
to  a  purchaser  in  fee,  the  purchaser's  title  could  be  affected  by  the 
plaintiffs  afterwards  mortgaging  or  levying  a  fine,  or  suffering  a  recov- 
ery of  the  residue  of  the  estate? 

Thirdly]  Whether  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  convey  the  whole  estate  to 
a  purchaser  in  fee.  the  purchaser  would  have  a  good  title  to  the  fee 
against  all  persons  claiming  under  the  said  will?  The  case  was  argued 
in  Michaelmas  Term  by 
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/.'       •  .  for  the  plaintiff. 

.  contra. 


Cur.  adv.  vidt. 


The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — 

Thia  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel.  We  have  consid* 
It,  and  arc  of  opinion, 

l  -;.  That  the  plaintiff  took  an  estate  in  fee  in  the  devised  lands, 
under  the  will  of  William  Reynell,  with  an  executory  devise  over,  to 
take  effect  upon  conditions  which  are  void  iii  law, 

S  "i:dly.  That  [f  the  plain  till'  were  to  convey  a  part  of  the  estate  to 
a  purchaser  in  fee,  the  purchaser's  title  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
plaintiff's  afterwards  mortgaging,  or  levying  a  tine,  or  suffering  a  recov- 
ery of  the  residue  iA'  the  estate. 

Thirdly,  That  if  the  plaintiff  were  to  convey  the  whole  estate  to  a 
purchaser  in  fee.  the  purchaser  would  have  a  good  title  to  the  lee, 
all  persons  claiming  under  the  said  will. 

TENTKRDEN.  J.    LlTTLEDALE. 

J.  Bayley.  J  as.  Parke.1 


ATTWATER  v.  ATTWATER. 
Chancery.     1853. 

[Reported  18  Bcav.  330.] 

BGE  Newman,  by  his  will,  dated  18th  July,  1850,  bequeathed  as 
follows  :  — 

"  Item,  I  bequeath  to  Gay  Thomas  Attwater,  jun.,  eldest  son  of  my 

.  the  family  estate  at  Charlton,  Wilts.,  to  become  his  property  on 

attaining  the  age  of  twenty-live  years,  with  an  injunction  never  to  sell 

it  out  of  the  family  ;  but,  if  sold  at  all,  it  must  be  to  one  of  his  brothers 

hereafter  named." 

A  question  having  arisen  as  to  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the 
•-.   a  special  case  was   filed   by  Mary  Anne  Attwater  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court.2 

Mr.  Tovmsend,  for  the  plaintiff. 

!/•    Boutritiff,  Mr.   Wtiiteley,  Mr.  Marett,  Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson,  Mr. 
Webb,  and  Mr.  Jenkinson,  for  the  several  defendants. 

The  Master  oi  the  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Romtllt.]  The  question 
which  arises  on  this  devise  is  whether  the  restraint  on  alienation  be 
valid  or  not.  It  is  plain,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  true  construction 
of  this  clause  cannot  be  to  give  a  right  of  pre-emption  to  the  brothers 
mn  v.  Phill\p$,  189  Mo.  515  (1905). 
it  part  only  of  the  case  which  relates  to  the  restriction  on  alienation  is  here 
given. 
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of  Gay  Thomas  Attwater  ;  and  that  if  they  do  not  purchase,  the  devisee 
may  claim,  whensoever  he  pleases.  The  meaning  is,  I  think,  plain, 
that  the  testator  intended  to  impose  this  fetter :  —  that  if  the  brother 
will  not  buy,  the  devisee  was  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  sell  the  property  to 
any  one.  The  question  is,  whether  such  a  condition  is  a  valid  one  ? 
Notwithstanding  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Gill  v.  Pearson,  6  East,  173,  this 
appears  to  me  to  be  a  condition  repugnant  to  the  quality  of  the  estate 
given.  It  is  obvious  that  if  the  introduction  of  one  person's  name, 
as  the  only  person  to  whom  the  property  may  be  sold,  renders  such 
a  proviso  valid,  a  restraint  on  alienation  may  be  created,  as  com- 
plete and  perfect  as  if  no  person  whatever  was  named  ;  inasmuch  as 
the  name  of  a  person  who  alone  is  permitted  to  purchase,  might  be  so 
selected,  as  to  render  it  reasonably  certain  that  he  would  not  buy  the 
property,  and  that  the  property  could  not  be  aliened  at  all.  It  appears 
to  me  also,  that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the  words  used  by  the 
testator;  it  is,  in  truth,  an  injunction  never  to  sell  the  hereditaments 
devised  at  all.  The  words  "  out  of  the  famil}-,"  are  merely  descriptive 
of  the  effect  of  the  sale,  and  not  of  the  person  to  whom  it  might  be 
sold,  as  is  shown  by  the  two  last  clauses  of  a  similar  character,  relating 
to  the  devises  to  William  and  Edward  Attwater,  which,  in  referring  to 
this  clause,  state,  that  the  property  is  not  to  be  sold  out  of  the  family, 
as  before  specified. 

It  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  desirable  to  impose  fresh  fetters  on  the 
enjoyment  of  property,  and  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  proviso  is  dis- 
tinctly at  variance  with  the  rules  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  Co.  Lit. 
223  a,  and  which  have  always  been  considered  and  treated  as  good 
law.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  clause  is  merely  inoperative.1 


IN   RE  MACLEAY. 
Chancery.     1875. 

[Reported  L.  U.  '20  E,[.  ISC] 

Tins  was  a  summons  taken  out  by  an  intending  purchaser  for  the 
opinion  of  the  court  on  a  question  as  to  the  vendor's  title  under  the 
Transfer  of  Land  Act  (25  &  2G  Vict.  c.  53),  s.  6. 

Uargarette  Mayers,  by  her  will,  after  a  gift  to  her  brother  Henry  on 
Condition  that  lie  settled  it  on  his  wife  and  children,  and  the  gift  of  a 
lilo-  sum  to  hi-    listen,  made  the  following  devise  :  — 

"I  give  to  my  dear  brother  John  the  whole  of  the  property  given  to 
me  bv  my  dear  aunt  Clara  Perkins,  consisting  of  the  manor  of  Bletch« 
iugley,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  the  l'eixlell  Court  Mansion,  with 
the  land  belonging  to  it.  on  the  condition  that  he  never  sells  it  out  of 
the  family." 

l  See  Gallinger  v.  Farlinger,  6  U.  C.  C.  P.  612  (1857). 
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The  testatrix  then  gave  legaclea  to  her  nephews  and  nieees  named  in 
the  will,  and  alter  a  legacj  to  a  Bervant,  gave  the  residue  of  her  estate 
and  effects  to  her  "dear  brothers"  and  "dear  Bisters." 

John  Perkins  Mayers,  the  devisee  under  the  will,  contracted  with 
Sir  George  Macleay  for  the  sale  to  him  <>f  the  property  comprised  in 
the  devise,  with  a  proviso  thai  the  intending  purchaser  should  he  at 
liberty  to  apply  for  registration  of  the  hereditaments  in  the  office  of 
Land  Registry,  and  thai  in  the  event  of  its  being  found  impossible  to 
obtain  such  registration,  the  contract  should  be  void. 

In  the  course  of  the  investigation  of  the  title  a  doubt  arose  whether 
a  marketable  title  could  be  made  to  the  property,  having  regard  to  the 
condition  annexed  to  the  devise  to  the  vendor  "that  he  never  sells  it 
out  of  the  family;"  and  the  following  question  was  submitted  to  the 
court  by  the  registrar  under  sect.  6  of  the  Transfer  of  Land  Act: 
"  Whether,  having  regard  to  the  sale  by  the  vendor,  the  title  is  such 
as  a  court  of  equity  would  hold  to  be  a  valid  marketable  title  within 
the  meaning  of  the  5th  section  of  the  Act." 

Mr.  FHscher,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  Sir  G.  Macleay,  submitted 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  condition  to  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.  R.  The  question  I  have  to  decide  is,  whether  a 
condition  in  a  will  containing  these  terms  is  valid  in  law :  '•  I  give  to 
my  dear  brother  John  the  whole  of  the  property  given  to  me  by  my  late 
drai-  aunt  Clara  Perkins,  consisting  of  the  manor  of  Bletchingley,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  and  the  Pendell  Court  Mansion,  with  the  land  be- 
longing to  it,  on  the  condition  that  he  never  sells  it  out  of  the  family." 
Then  the  testatrix  gives  certain  property  to  nephews  and  nieces,  nam- 
ing them,  and  other  property  to  her  "  dear  brothers  "  and  "  dear  sisters," 
who  are  evidently  treated  by  her  as  members  of  her  family-  I  have  no 
doubt  the  family  in  question  means  her  blood  relations.  Looking  at 
the  will,  I  have  no  doubt  that  there  is  a  condition  annexed  to  the  gift 
in  fee,  and  that,  under  the  word  "property,"  the  vendor  will  get  the 
fee  of  the  freehold  manor  in  question,  and  mansion-house  and  lands, 
on  the  condition  that  he  never  sells  it  away  from  his  blood  relations. 

First  of  all,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  condition,  good  or  bad,  is 
confined  within  legal  limits  ;  it  is  applicable  merely  to  the  devisee  him- 
self, and  therefore  is  not  void  on  any  ground  of  remoteness.  It  has 
been  suggested,  however,  that  it  is  void  as  being  repugnant  to  the 
quality  of  the  estate,  that  is  to  say,  that  you  cannot  restrict  the  right  of 
an  owner  in  fee  of  alienating  in  any  way  in  which  he  may  think  fit.  If 
that  were  the  law,  the  condition  would  be  plainly  void.  But,  with  the 
exception  of  one  authority,  a  case  decided  by  my  immediate  predeces- 
sor, I  am  not  aware  that  the  law  has  ever  been  laid  down  in  that  way. 

The   law  on    the   subjeci    is  ven  old,   and    I   do  not   think  it  can   be 

-tated  than  it  is  in  Coke  upon  Littleton,  in  Sheppard's  Touch- 

and  other  books  of  that  kind,  which  treat  it  in  the  same  way. 

Littleton  says,  page  222  a  :  "  If  a  feoffment  be  made  upon  this  condi- 
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tion,  that  the  feoffee  shall  not  alien  the  land  to  any,  this  condition  is 
void,  because  when  a  man  is  enfeoffed  of  lands  or  tenements  he  hath 
power  to  alien  tbem  to  an}-  person  by  the  law.  For  if  such  a  condition 
should  be  good,  then  the  condition  should  oust  him  of  all  the  power 
which  the  law  gives  him.  which  should  be  against  reason,  and  therefore 
•  such  a  condition  is  void."  Then  he  says,  page  223  a  :  "  But  if  the  con- 
dition be  such  that  the  feoffee  shall  not  alien  to  such  a  one,  naming  his 
name,  or  to  any  of  his  heirs  or  of  the  issues  of  such  a  one,  or  the  like, 
which  conditions  do  not  take  away  all  power  of  alienation  from  the 
feoffee,  then  such  condition  is  good."  80  that,  according  to  Littleton, 
the  test  is,  does  it  take  away  all  power  of  alienation?  I  think  it  is  fair 
to  make  one  remark,  which  is  made  in  the  case  of  Muschamp  v.  Bluet, 
Bridgm.  137,  cited  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (3d  ed.  vol.  ii.  p.  17),  and 
adopted  by  Lord  Romilly  in  the  case  I  am  going  to  refer  to,  of  Atticater 
v.  Atticater,  18  Beav.  330,  that  it  must  not,  in  fact,  take  away  all 
power,  because,  if  you  say  that  he  shall  not  alien  except  to  A.B.,  who 
you  know  will  not  or  cannot  purchase,  that  would  be  in  effect  restrain- 
ing him  from  all  alienation,  and.  as  is  very  well  said  in  many  cases, 
and  is  said  in  a  passage  in  Coke  to  which  I  am  about  to  refer,  you 
cannot  do  that  indirectly  which  you  can  not  do  directly.  I  had  occasion 
to  refer,  in  the  case  of  Jacobs  v.  Brett,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  1,  9,  to  a 
practice  which  was  said  to  prevail  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and 
where  I  said  it  never  could  have  been  considered  by  that  court  as  being 
intended  as  the  infringement  of  so  salutary  a  rule.  The  condition, 
therefore,  whatever  it  may  be,  must  not  really  take  away  all  power, 
either  by  express  words  or  by  the  indirect  effect  of  the  frame  of  the 
condition.  That  is  the  effect  of  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Littleton. 
Then  Coke  says,  page  223  b  :  "  If  a  feoffment  in  fee  be  made  upon 
condition  that  the  feoffee  shall  not  enfeoff  J.  S.  or  any  of  his  heirs,  or 
issues,  &c,  this  is  good,  for  he  doth  not  restrain  the  feoffee  of  all  his 
power:  the  reason  here  yielded  by  our  author  is  worthy  of  observation. 
And  in  this  case,  if  the  feoffee  enfeoff  J.  N.  of  intent  and  purpose  that 
he  shall  enfeoff  J.  S.,  some  bold  that  this  is  a  breach  of  the  condition, 
for  quando  aliquid  prohibetur  fieri,  ex  directo  prohibetur  et  per  obli- 
quum."  That  was  Coke's  notion;  and  1  hope  it  has  not  altogether 
departed  from  our  courts.  Then  he  says:  "If  a  feoffment  be  made 
upon  condition  that  the  feoffee  shull  not  alien  in  mortmain,  this  is  good, 
became  such  alienation  is  prohibited  by  law,  and  regularly  whatsoever 
is  prohibited  by  the  law  may  be  prohibited  by  condition,  be  it  nudum 
prohibitum  or  malum  in  se,"  and  there  he  stops. 

So  that,  according  to  the  old  books,  Sheppard'a  Touchstone  being  to 
the  same  effect,  the  test  is  whether  the  condition  takes  away  the  whole 
power  of  alienation  substantially  .  it  is  a  question  of  substance,  and  not      i  a 

of  mere  form.  -  <£t  ^(ULjioOM 

Now,  you  may  restrict  alienation  in  many  ways.    You  may  restrict  j  j^mX  A-j^j 
alienation  by  prohibiting  a  particular  class  of  alienation,  or.(von  mayil 
"ft restrict  alienation  by  prohibiting  it  to  a  particular  class  of  individuals,^ 
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^C  KaJlCoaaTJ  ot  you  may  restrict  alienation  by  restricting  it  to  a  particular  time.  In 
all  those  ways  you  may  limit  it.  and  11  appears  t<»  me  that  in  two  ways, 
at  all  events,  this  condition  is  limited,  First,  it  is  limited  as  to  the 
mode  of  alienation,  because  the  only  prohibition  is  against  Belling!. 
There  are  various  modes  of  alienation  besides  sale  ;  a  person  may  lease, 
or  lie  may  mortgage,  or  he  may  settle;  therefore  it  is  a  mere  limited 
restriction  on  alienation  in  that  way.  Then,  again,  it  is  limited  as 
irds  class;  he  is  never  to  sell  it  out  of  the  family,  but  he  may  sell  it 
to  any  one  member  of  the  family.  It  is  not,  therefore,  limited  in  the 
Bense  of  there  being  only  one  person  to  buy  ;  the  will  shows  there  were 
a  great  maiiv  members  Of  the  family  when  she  made  her  will  ;  a  great 
main  are  named  in  it  ;  therefore  you  have  a  class,  which  probably  was 
large,  and  was  certainly  not  small.  Then  it  is  not,  strictly  speaking, 
limited  as  to  time,  except  in  this  way,  that  it  is  limited  to  the  life  of 
the  first  tenant  in  tail;  of  course,  if  unlimited  as  to  time,  it  would  be 
void  for  remoteness  under  another  rule.  So  that  this  is  strictly  a 
limited  restraint  on  alienation;  and  unless  Coke  upon  Littleton  has 
been  overruled  or  is  not  good  law,  this  is  a  good  condition. 

It  is  said  that  the  very  point  occurred  in  Doe  v.  Pearson,  6  East,  173, 
and  Attwati  r  v.  Attwater,  18  Beav.  330,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
point  did  occur  in  both  those  cases.  In  Doe  v.  Pearson  the  gift  was  a 
gift  in  fee  upon  this  special  proviso  and  condition,  "  that  in  case  my 
said  daughters  Ann  and  Hannah  Collett,  or  either  of  them,  shall  have 
no  lawful  issue,  that  then  and  in  such  case,  they  and  she  having  no 
lawful  issue  as  aforesaid  shall  have  no  power  to  dispose  of  her  share  in 
the  said  estates  so  above  given  to  them,  except  to  her  sister  or  sisters, 
or  to  their  children."  Now,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  number  of 
alienees  possible  in  that  case  was  smaller  than  the  number  in  this  case  : 
there  it  was  limited  to  "  her  sister  or  sisters,  or  their  children."  Here 
it  is  "  family,"  which  is  a  larger  term.  In  the  next  place,  here  it  is 
"sell"  only,  there  it  was  "dispose,"  which  is  probably  the  largest 
term  known  to  the  law.  So  that  the  power  of  alienation  was  very 
much  more  restricted  in  Doe  v.  Pearson  than  it  is  in  the  case  before 
me.  But  the  full  court  there  held,  after  a  very  long  and  elaborate  ar- 
gument, Lord  Kllenborough  giving  judgment  and  going  into  the  authori- 
ties very  carefully,  that  the  condition  was  good  ;  and  he  says,  6  East, 
180:  "As  to  the  first,  we  think  the  condition  is  good  ;  for,  according 
to  the  case  of  Daniel  v.  Lblttj,  Sir  W.  Jones,  137  ;  Latch,  9,  39,  134  ; 
though  the  judges  did  not  agree  as  to  the  effect  of  a  devise,"  and  so 
forth,  "yet  in  that  case  it  was  not  doubted  but  that  she  might  have 
had  given  her  a  fee  simple  conditional  to  convey  it  to  any  of  the  sons 
of  the  devisor;  and  if  she  did  not,  that  the  heir  might  enter  for  the 
condition  broken.'9  Now  that  is  a  stronger  case  still ;  because,  as  Lord 
Ellenborough  and  the  other  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench  read  Daniel 
v.  L'bb.ij,  all  the  judges  agreed,  in  the  time  of  Sir  W.  Jones,  that  it  was 
good  to  give  a  woman  a  fee  simple  with  a  condition  to  convey  it  to  one 
of  the  sons  of  the  devisor  ;  that  is,  she  could  not  convey  it  to  anybody 
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else;  it  was  limited.  There  Mr.  Justice  Doderidge  said,  Latch,  41, 
"  He  conceived  she  had  the  fee,  with  condition,  that  if  she  did  alien,  that 
then  she  should  alien  to  one  of  the  children,"  which  is  a  very  limited 
class  ;  and  he  finally  concluded  by  saying  that  "  her  estate  was  a  fee 
with  a  liberty  to  alienate  it  if  she  would,  but  with  a  condition  that  if 
she  did  alienate,  then  she  should  alienate  to  one  of  her  sons."  So  that 
the  case  of  Daniel  v.  Ubley  is  also  stronger  than  the  present.  In  the 
first  place,  it  was  a  prohibition,  not  merely  against  selling,  but  against 
all  alienation  •,  and  in  the  next  place,  the  class  was  limited  to  one  of 
the  sons  of  the  devisor ;  but  yet  the  judges  gave  an  opinion  that  it 
would  be  good,  and  following  that  old  authority,  Lord  Ellenborough 
and  the  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  Doe  v.  Pearson,  in  the  year 
1805,  held  that  the  condition  was  valid. 

That  being  the  state  of  the  law,  the  matter  came  before  my  prede- 
cessor, in  Attwater  v.  Attwater,  in  the  year  1853,  which  I  need  not  say 
is  rather  a  modern  time  to  alter  the  law  of  real  property.  The  words 
there  were  :  "  Item,  I  bequeath  to  G.  T.  Attwater,  junior,  eldest  son  of 
my  niece,  the  family  estate  at  Charlton,  Wiltshire,  to  become  his  prop- 
erty on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  with  an  injunction  never 
to  sell  it  out  of  the  family  ;  but  if  sold  at  all,  it  must  be  to  one  of  his 
brothers  hereafter  named."  There,  therefore,  was  something  more  than 
not  selling  it  out  of  the  family.  The  "  family  "  was  restricted  by  the 
following  words:  "to  one  of  his  brothers."  There  was  a  definition 
given  of  the  family  there,  —  it  meant  his  brothers  ;  but  if  those  words 
were  held  to  mean  a  condition,  upon  which  I  will  say  a  word  presently, 
then  one  would  have  thought  the  rule  of  Doe  v.  Pearson  would  apply. 
I  cannot  see  that  there  is  much  distinction  between  "  sister  or  sisters 
and  their  children  "  and  "  brother  or  brothers  ;  "  and  more  particularly, 
bearing  in  mind  that  here  it  was  only  to  "sell,"  and  there  it  was  to 
"dispose."  The  case  of  Doe  v.  Pearson  and  a  great  many  others 
wen:  cited,  and  the  .Master  of  the  Rolls  gave  a  judgment  in  these 
winds,  18  Beav.  336  :  "  The  next  question  which  arises  on  this  devise 
is,  whether  the  restraint  on  alienation  be  valid  or  not.  It  is  plain,  in 
the  first  place,  that  the  true  construction  of  this  clause  cannot  be  to 
give  a  right  of  pre-emption  to  the  brothers  of  G.  T.  Attwater,  and  that 
if  they  do  not  purchase,  the  devisee  may  claim  whensoever  he  pleases. 
'l'lie  meaning  is,  I  think,  plain,  that  the  testator  intended  to  impose 
this  fetter,  thai  If  the  brother  will  not  buy,  the  devisee  was  not  to  be 
at  liberty  to  sell  the  property  to  any  one."     (The  words  are   "  to  one  of 

his  brothers.")  ••The  question  is  whether  such  a  condition  is  a  valid 
one?  Notwithstanding  the  case  of  Dot  \.  Pearson,  this  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  condition  repugnant  to  the  quality  of  the  estate  given."  He 
qoI  attempt  to  Bay  thai  D<x  v.  Pearson  is  nol  law,  but  he  says, 
notwithstanding  it.  Therefore,  as  I  consider,  he  means  to  distinguish 
it.  "It  is  obvious,  that  if  the  introduction  of  one  person's  name,  as 
the  only  person  to  whom  the  property  may  be  Bold,  renders  such  a 
proviso  valid,   a  restraint  on  alienation   may  be  created,   as  complete 
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and  perfect  as  If  no  person  whatever  was  named;  Inasmuch  as  the 
name  of  a  person  who  alone  la  permitted  to  purchase  might  be  so 
selected,  as  to  render  it  reasonably  certain  thai  be  would  not  buy  the 
property,  and  that  the  property  could  not  be  aliened  at  all."  If  that 
were  bo,  I  should  altogether  agree  with  that  part  of  the  judgment. 
Then  he  goes  on  :  "  It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  this  is  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  words  used  bj  the  testator;  it  is,  in  truth,  an  injunc- 
tion   never   to  sell    the    hereditaments  devised  at  all.     The  words   k  out 

oi'the  family'  are  merely  descriptive  of  the  effect  of  the  sale,  and  not  of 
the  person  to  whom  it  might  be  sold,  as  is  shown  by  the  two  last 
clauses  of  a  Bimilar  character,  relating  to  the  devises  to  William  and 
Edward  Attwater,  which,  in  referring  to  this  clause,  state  that  the 
property  is  not  to  be  sold  out  of  the  family,  as  before  specified.  It  is 
not,  in  my  opinion,  desirable  to  impose  fresh  fetters  on  the  enjoyment 
of  property  ;  and  it  appeals  to  me  that  this  proviso  is  distinctly  at  vari- 
ance with  the  rules  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  Co.  Lit.  223  a,  and  which 
have  always  been  considered  and  treated  as  good  law.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  this  clause  is  merely  inoperative." 

Now,  taking  that  altogether,  seeing  that  he  has  no  quarrel  with  Doe 
v.  Pearson,  seeing  that  he  takes  it  that  Coke's  assertion  is  good  law, 
the  key  to  that  judgment  must  be  found  in  the  latter  observations, 
where  he  says :  "  It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  this  is  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  words  used  by  the  testator;  it  is,  in  truth,  an  injunction 
n<  ver  to  sell  the  hereditaments  devised  at  all.  The  words  '  out  of  the 
family  '  are  merely  descriptive  of  the  effect  of  the  sale  ;  "  and,  so  read, 
it  does  not  conflict  with  the  older  authorities  to  which  I  have  had  occa- 
sion to  refer.  I  must  consider  that  case,  recognizing,  as  it  does,  those 
older  authorities  as  being  good  law,  to  have  proceeded  on  the  particular 
wording  of  that  will,  and  more  especially  on  the  latter  clause.  I  do 
not  say  that  the  clause  does  have  the  same  effect  on  my  mind  that  it 
had  upon  the  mind  of  my  predecessor;  but  still  it  is  useless  to  criticise 
a  question  of  construction  when  3011  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
judge  is  intending  not  to  lay  down  a  new  rule  of  law,  but  is  simply 
construing  the  particular  instrument  before  him. 

Therefore  I  consider  that  the  case  of  Attwater  v.  Attwater  does  not 
affect  the  law  of  the  case,  and  that  this  being  a  limited  restriction  upon 
alienation,  the  condition  is  good. 
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IN  RE   ROSHER. 

Chancery  Division.     1884. 

[Reported  26  Ch.  D.  801.] 

Special  case. 

J.  B.  Rosher,  by  bis  will,  dated  tbe  26th  of  November,  1872,  devised 
as  follows  :  — 

UI  devise  all  my  manor,  commonly  called  Trewyn  Manor,  and  all 
other  my  real  estate,  unto  my  said  son  Jeremiah  Lilburn  Rosher,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  according  to  the  tenure 
thereof  respectively.  Provided  always,  and  I  hereby  declare  that  if  my 
said  son,  or  his  heirs  or  devisees,  or  any  person  claiming  through  or 
under  him  or  them,  shall  desire  to  sell  my  manor  and  estate  of  Trewyn) 
and  other  my  estates  in  the  counties  of  Monmouth  and  Hereford,  or  any 
part  or  parts  thereof,  in  tbe  lifetime  of  my  wife,  she  shall  have  the 
option  to  purchase  the  same  at  the  price  oi'  {.'.".(loo  for  the  whole,  and  at 
a  proportionate  price  for  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  and  the  same  shall 
accordingly  be  first  offered  to  her  at  such  price  or  proportionate  price 
or  prices.  And  I  also  declare  that  if  my  said  son,  his  heirs  or  devisees, 
or  any  person  claiming  through  or  under  him  or  them,  shall  during  the 
life  of  my  said  wife  desire  to  let  Trewyn  House,  garden,  buildings,  land, 
and  premises,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  now  in  my  occupation,  for  a 
longer  period  than  three  years  at  any  one  time,  she  shall  have  the  option 
of  renting  the  whole  of  the  lastly  described  premises  for  any  period  ex- 
ceeding three  years  as  she  shall  desire,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £25,  and 
the  same  shall  be  first  offered  to  her  accordingly  ;  and  that  if  my  said  son, 
his  heirs  or  devisees,  or  any  person  claiming  through  or  under  him  or 
them,  shall  during  the  life  of  my  said  wife  desire  to  let  Lower  Trewyn, 
or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  for  a  longer  period  than  seven  years  at  any 
one  time,  she  shall  have  the  option  of  renting  the  whole  of  the  said 
Lower  Trewyn  for  any  period  exceeding  seven  years  as  she  shall  desire, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  £35,  and  the  same  shall  be  first  offered  to  her 
accordingly." 

The  testator  died  on  the  20th  of  November,  1874.  This  action  was 
brought  by  the  widow  against  the  son.  The  special  ease  was  stated  by 
consent  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  pursuant  to  Order  xxxiv.  of  the 
Rales  of  Court  of  1875. 

The  case  Btated  that  the  real  selling  value  of  the  manor  and  estate  of 
Trewyn.  and  other  the  estates  of  the  testator  in  the  counties  of  .Mon- 
mouth and  Heiilord.  was,  at  the  date  of  the  will  and  at  the  time  of  the 

testator's  death,  £15,000  and  upwards;  that  the  real  Letting  value  of 
Trewyn  House,  garden,  buildings,  land,  and  premises,  was,  al  the  date 
of  the  will  and  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  £100  and  upwards  per 

annum;   and    that   the    real    letting  value  of   bower  Trewyn  was   at    the 
vol.  vi.  —  5 
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date  of  the  will  and  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  £100  and  upwards 
annum. 
The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were:  — 
(l     Whether  or  not,  according  to  the  true  const  ruction  of  the  will, 
-  entitled  to  sell  or  to  mortgage  or  charge  respectivelj*  the 
I  to  him  by  the  will,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  first 
offering  to  the  widow  the  option  to  purchase  the  premises  so  intended  to 
d  or  to  be  mortgaged  or  charged  at  the  price  named  in  the  will, 
or  at  a  proportionate  price,  according  to  the  quantity  dealt  with,  as  the 
case  might  be,  or  whether  the  provisions  and  directions  contained  in  the 
v.    .  in  reference  to  the  option  of  purchase  were  null  and  void? 

Whether  or  not,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will, 
a  was  entitled  to  let  the  premises  called  Trewvn   House,  or  any 
part  thereof,  for  a  longer  term  than  three  years,  or  the  premises  called 
Lower  Tn-w  j  n.  or  an\  part  thereof,  for  a  longer  period  than  seven  years, 
without  first  offering  to  the  widow  the  option  of  renting  the  same  respec- 
tively as  directed  by  the  will  at  the  respective  rents  named  therein,  or 
whether  the  provisions  and  directions  in  the  will  contained  in  reference 
to  the  letting  of  the  said  premises  or  either  of  them  were  void  and  of  no 
t? 
Barbi  r,  <  >.  C,  and  Dauney,  for  the  widow. 

fc«on,  Q.  C,  Goddard  II.  Orpen,  and  A.  B.  Walford,  for  the 
son. 

Pkabson,  J.,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued  :  — 

1    .    question   1    have  to  decide   is  whether,  there  being  an   absolute 

-:inple  to  the  son.  the  conditions  annexed  to  it  are  valid. 

I  will  deal  first  with  the  condition  which  relates  to  selling,  and  it  will,  I 

hope,  shorten  the  observations  which  I  have  to  make  if  I  first  state  the 

manner  in  which  I  interpret  this  condition. 

The  restriction  upon  selling  is  this,  that  if  the  son,  or  any  person 

claiming  through  or  under  him,  is  minded  to  sell  during  the  lifetime  of 

-tator's  widow,  the  estate  intended  to  be  sold,  whether  it  is  the 

whole  or  only  part  of  the  devised  estates,  must  be  offered  to  the  widow 

at  the  price  of  £3000  for  the  whole,  or  at  a  proportionate  price  for  a 

part.     It  is  agreed  that  the  value  of  the  whole  estate  at  the  death  of  the 

ir  was  £15,000.     It  is,  therefore,  in  effect  a  condition  that,  if  the 

son  desires  to  sell,  he  shall  offer  the  estates  to  the  widow,  and  that  she 

is  to  be  at  liberty  to  buy  them  at  one-fifth  of  their  value.     I  consider 

that  (and  I  mean  to  decide  the  case  upon  that  conclusion)  as  an  absolute 

nt  against  sale  (luring  the  life  of  the  widow.     I  mean  to  treat  it 

had  been,  "  during  the  life  of  the  widow  you  shall  not  sell,"  be- 

ompel  him,  if  be  does  sell,  to  sell  at  one-fifth  of  the  value,  and 

to  throw  away  four-fifths  of  the  value  of  the  estate  is,  to  my  mind,  equi- 

B  restraint  upon  selling  at  all.     And  I  think  there  is  authority 

inclusion,  for  in  Bragg  and  Tanner's  Case,  19  Jac.  1  ;  Shep- 

tone,  T tli  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  130,  it  was  held  by  Justices  Dod- 

md  Chamberlain,  that  if  a  feoffment  be  on  condition  that  if  the 
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feoffee  alien  he  shall  pa}-  £10  to  the  feoffor,  this  is  a  good  condition  ; 
but  the  Chief  Justice  and  Haughton,  J.,  held  the  contrary,  for  then  this 
shall  be  a  circumvention  of  the  law.  And  in  Billing  v.  Welch,  I.  R.  6 
C.  L.  88,  that  case  is  thus  referred  to  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  O'Brien,  I.  R.  6  C.  L.  101. 
"The  author  (Sheppard)  then  refers  to  a  case  in  which  Dodridge  and 
Chamberlain,  JJ.,  held,  that  if  a  feoffment  be  on  condition  that  if  the 
feoffee  alien  he  shall  pay  £10  to  the  feoffor,  the  condition  would  be  good  ; 
but  in  which  case  the  Chief  Justice  and  Haughton,  J.,  held  the  contrary, 
on  the  ground  that  this  would  be  a  '  circumvention  of  the  law,'  In  our 
opinion,  the  ruling  of  the  Chief  Justice  and  Haughton,  J.,  was  the  cor- 
rect one.  If  a  covenant  be  held  good  which,  in  the  event  of  a  grantee 
in  fee  simple  aliening  the  land,  merely  imposes  a  fine  upon  him  (or  an 
additional  rent  on  the  lands,  as  in  the  case  before  us)  the  general  rule 
might  be  evaded  and  the  principles  of  it  violated  by  fixing  such  an 
amount  of  fine  or  additional  rent  as  would  effectually  prohibit  the  alien- 
ation, which  would  clearly  be  a  '  circumvention  of  the  law.'  "  To  my 
mind,  to  compel  the  son  in  the  present  case,  if  he  chose  to  sell,  to  sell 
at  one-fifth  of  the  value  of  the  estate,  is  really  a  prohibition  of  alien- 
ation during  the  widow's  lifetime.  The  question,  then,  which  I  have  to 
determine  is  this,  is  it  or  is  it  not  the  law  that  to  a  devise  in  fee  simple 
you  may  annex  a  condition  that  during  a  limited  period  the  devisee  shall 
not  sell  at  all  ? 

Now,  in  order  to  determine  this  question  we  must  go  back  to  that 
which  is  to  a  great  extent  the  fountain-head  of  the  English  law,  I  mean 
Coke  upon  Littleton.  There  it  is  said  (Co.  Lit.  sec.  360)  :  "  Also  if  a 
feoffment  be  made  upon  this  condition,  that  the  feoffee  shall  not  alien 
the  land  to  any,  this  condition  is  void  ;  because  when  a  man  is  enfeoffed 
of  lands  or  tenements  (pur  ceo  que  quant  home  est  enfeoffe  de  terres  ou 
tenements)  he  hath  power  to  alien  them  to  any  person  by  the  law.  For 
if  such  a  condition  should  be  good,  then  the  condition  should  oust  him 
of  all  the  power  which  the  law  gives  him,  which  should  be  against 
reason  ;  and  therefore  such  a  condition  is  void."  And  Mr.  Charles 
Butler,  in  a  note  to  sect.  862,  says :  "  A  power  of  suffering  a  common 
recovery,  and  of  levying  a  line  within  the  Statutes  of  4  Hen.  7,  and  32 
Hen.  8,  is  so  inseparably  inherent  to  the  estate  of  a  tenant-in-tail,  that 
any  condition  or  proviso  restraining  or  prohibiting  it,  is  held  to  be  repug- 
nant to  the  nature  of  the  estate,  and  therefore  void.  But  it  does  not 
vitiate  the  grant  of  the  estate  tail  to  which  it  is  annexed  ;  because  (to 
086  an  expression  of  Lord  Hobart)  a  condition  annexed  to  an  estate 
given  i>  a  divided  clause  from  the  grant)  and  therefore  cannot  frustrate 
tin  granl  preceding  it,  neither  in  anything  expressed,  nor  in  anything 
implied,  which  is,  of  its  nature,  incident  to  and  inseparable  from  the 
thing  granted."     I  conceive,  therefore,  that  .Mr.  Charles  Butler,  on  the 

same  ground,  must  have  said  that  the  power  Of  sale  is  a  thing  incident 
to  and  inseparable  from  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  and  that  a  condition 
against  selling  annexed  to  such  an  estate  is  absolutely  void.     But  I 
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think  Lord  Coke's bbs<  rvationsin  Mary  Partington's  <  '<>■«  ,10  Rep.  35a, 
make  the  matter  still  plainer.  He  Bays:  "And  it  was  well 
red  in  this  case.  That  to  an  estate  tail  there  are  three  manner  of 
incidents;  Borne  b\  the  common  law,  others  by  Art  of  Parliament,  and 
tome  by  custom.  Bj  the  common  law  such  as  arc  not  restrained  by  the 
Statute  and  cannot  be  restrained  by  any  condition,  as  down-  and  tenancy 
by  the  curtesy  after  issue,  are  incident  t<>  an  estate  tail,  and  cannot  be 
restrained  by  condition.  Also  the  estate  of  him,  and  of  tenant  in  tail 
after  possibility,  arc  dispunishable  of  waste,  so  a  collateral  warranty  is 
a  bar  to  an  estate  tail,  and  a  common  recovery  also,  and  none  of  these 

can  be  restrained  by  any  condition  or  limitation.  By  Statute  law,  as  to 
make  leases  by  the  Statute  of  82  Hen.  8,  C.  28,  and  to  levy  a  line  by  the 
Statute  of 4  Hen.  7,  c.  -L  and  82  Hen.  8,  C.  3G,  to  bar  issues,  and  none 
of  these  which  are  incidents  to  his  estate  by  Act  of  Parliament  may  be 
restrained  by  condition  :  for  when  a  man  makes  a  gift  in  tail,  he  tacite 
incidents  to  it  :  and  therefore  to  restrain  them  by  condition 
or  limitation  would  be  repugnant.  For  suppose  that  a  man  makes  a  gift 
in  tail,  and  further  grants  that  he  may  make  leases  for  years  or  lives 
according  to  the  said  Act ;  or  to  levy  a  fine  with  proclamations  according 
to  the  Acts  in  such  case  to  bar  his  issues  ;  provided  always  that  he  shall 
not  make  leases  or  levy  a  line  ;  none  will  den}'  but  such  proviso  would 
be  repugnant :  and  by  consequence  in  the  other  case,  when  such  inci- 
dents are  tacitly  implied  ;  for  expressio  eorum  quce  tacite  insunt  nihil 

'"/•."  And  so  in  the  case  of  a  devise  in  fee  simple,  if  I  may  trans- 
late it  adapting  this  illustration  of  Lord  Coke's,  "I  devise  Black  Acre 
to  A.  and  his  heirs,  in  fee  simple,  and  I  give  him  power  to  mortgage, 

..I  -ell  the  estate,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  from  time  to  time, 
and  at  all  times  or  at  any  time,  in  any  market,  to  any  person  or  persons, 
upon  such  conditions  or  terms  as  he  shall  from  time  to  time  in  his  own 
absolute  will  and  pleasure  determine.     Provided  always,  that  he  shall 

|]  either  during  his  own  life  or  during  the  life  of  B."  I  think,  when 
■  ut  the  devise  in  full  in  that  wa}-,  every  one  would  say  that 

•edition  is  repugnanl  to  the  grant  which  has  been  previously  made, 
and,  of  course,  if  the  matter  had  stopped  there,  there  would  have  been 
no  difficulty  whatever  in  this  ease.  The  question  to  be  determined  would 
have  been  simply  whether  the  condition  was  in  whole  or  in  part  repug- 
nant t..  the  gifl  to  which  it  was  annexed,  and  if  so,  it  would  necessarily 

it  is  impossible  to  shut  one's  eyes  to  the  fact  that  some  exceptions 

at  all  events  have  been  made  to  this  general  law.    The  general  law  seems 

to  stand  upon  principles  about  which  there  can  be  no  doubt,  and 

which  are  easily  intelligible.      But  in  the  very  next  section  of  Littleton, 

is  this  :   "  Lut  if  the  condition  be  such,  that  the  feoffee 

shall  not  alien  to  Buch  an  one,  naming  his  name,  or  to  any  of  his  heirs, 

uch  an  one.  tve.,  or  the  like,  which  conditions  do 

•  ay  all  power  of  alienation  from  the  feoffee,  &c,  then  such 

id."     I  confess  1  am  absolutely  at  a  loss  to  understand 
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how  that  exception  arose,  because  it  is  plainly  just  as  much  repugnant 
to  the  gift  as  any  other  condition  would  be,  for  the  implied  power  given 
to  alien  to  an}'  person  or  persons  he  pleases  includes  a  liberty  to  alien 
to  J.  S.,  if  he  chooses  to  do  so.  It  seems  to  me  that,  unintentionally 
ami  unwittingly,  another  principle  has  been  applied  here  (forgetting 
entirely  that  the  question  whether  a  condition  was  good  or  bad  should 
be  determined  by  its  repugnancy  to  the  prior  gift),  and  that  the  ques- 
tion of  policy  has  been  allowed  to  intervene,  omitting  altogether  all 
considerations  of  repugnancy.  Just  as  a  general  restraint  of  marriage 
was  always  held  to  be  bad,  but  a  restraint  of  marriage  to  one  particular 
individual  was  held  to  be  good,  so,  in  the  same  way,  although  a  re- 
straint of  alienation  in  general  was  decided  to  be  bad,  it  seems  to  have 
been  thought  that  a  restraint  of  alienation  to  one  individual  or  his  issue 
was  not  bad.  I  confess  I  wish  that  the  law  had  been  allowed  to  stand 
on  the  simple  question  of  repugnancy,  because  then  there  would  have 
been  no  uncertainty  and  no  confusion.  In  Muschamp  v.  Bluet,  Sir  J. 
Bridg.  132,  an  attempt  was  made  to  introduce  a  converse  condition, 
that  is.  a  condition  that  the  devisee  should  alien  only  to  one  individual 
named,  and  that  was  held  to  be  bad.  But  it  is  impossible  not  to  see 
that,  although  that  was  held  to  be  bad,  the  principle  of  the  decision  has 
certainly  been  departed  from  in  later  times  ;  I  refer  to  those  cases  which 
led  up  to  In  re  Mdcleay,  Law  Rep.  20  Eq.  186,  before  Sir  George 
Jessel,  M.  R.  There  are  two  older  cases,  viz.,  Danielx.  Ubley,  Sir  W. 
Jones,  137,  and  Doe  v.  Pearson,  6  East,  173.  Those  cases  were  fol- 
lowed by  Attwater  v.  Attwater,  18  Beav.  330,  before  Lord  Romilly,  M. R., 
and,  finally,  by  7//  re  Macleay,  upon  which  I  shall  have  to  make  some 
observations.  They  do  not  actually  meet  the  present  case,  because 
they  were  not  cases  of  restraint  of  alienation  for  a  limited  time  as  this 
is.  hut  of  restraint  of  alienation  except  to  a  particular  class  of  persons, 
and  the  question  was  whether  the  condition  was  within  the  rule  as 
being  repugnant  to  the  gift.  In  Daniel  v.  Ubley  the  devise  was,  "I 
give  and  bequeath  to  Agnes,  my  wife,  my  house,  &c,  to  dispose  at  her 
will  and  pleasure,  ami  to  give  to  such  of  my  sons  she  thinks  best."  It 
appears  that  Jones.  J.,  thought  that  the  wife  had  an  estate  for  life,  with 
p. Aver  to  dispose  of  it  at  her  pleasure  during  her  life,  and  a  power  to 
give  the  reversion  to  any  one  of  the  sons  of  the  devisor,  ll  that  is 
really  a  correct  translation  of  the  devise,  —  that  the  widow  took  merely 
an  estate  for  life,  with  a  power  to  appoint  the  estate  in  reversion  to  any 
of  the  son-.  I  need  not  sa\  that  Danielv.  Ubley  would  not  touch  the 
presenl  question  at  all,  ami  I  cannot  help  thinking  that,  if  Danielv. 

Ubley  were    to  be   decided   at   the    present   day,  tin-  opinion   which   was 

expressed  by  Mr.  Justiee  Jones  would  he  held  to  he  substantially  right. 
But  it  is  Impossible  to  ignore  the  fact  that  different  judges  have  taken 
different  view-. 

I  will    now  read    from  the  judgment  of  Mr  G.  JeSSel,  M.  R.,  in  ///  /v 

Macleay,  Law  Sep.  20  Eq.  L86,  L90,  because  it  i^  sufficient  for  me  to 

refer  to  what  he  there  quotes  from  these  cases,     lie  cite-  Lord  Ellen- 
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;  In  /'  ■  \.  Pearson,  6  East,  17;>;  and  Lord  Ellenborough  says, 
acoording  to  the  case  of  Daniel  v.  Ubley,  though  the  judges  did 
ree  as  to  the  effecl  of  the  devise,  yel  in  that  ease  it  was  not 
doubted  but  that  she  might  have  had  given  her  b  fee  simple  conditional 
to  convey  it  to  any  of  the  Bons  <>i"  the  devisor ;  and,  if  Bhe  did  not,  that 
the  heir  mighl  enter  for  the  condition  broken."  Now  that  is  a  stronger 
case  still,  because,  as  Lord  Ellenborough  and  the  other  judges  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  read  Daniel  v.  f  Wey,  all  the  judges  agreed  in  the  time 
\v.  Jones  that  it  was  good  to  give  a  woman  a  fee  Bimple  with  a 
condition  bo  convey  it  to  one  of  the  sons  <>f  the  devisor;  that  is,  she 
could  not  convey  it  to  ainbody  else;  it  was  limited.  The  Master  of 
■  .  Rolls  continues,  Law  Rep.  20  Eq.  191,  "There  Mr.  Justice  Dod- 
.  Latch.  87,  said,  'He  conceived  she  had  t lie  fee,  with  condition, 
and  if  she  did  alien,  that  then  she  should  alien  to  one  of  the  children,' 
which  is  a  very  limited  class;  and  he  finally  concluded  by  saying  that 
•  her  estate  was  a  fee,  with  a  liberty  to  alienate  it  if  she  would,  but  with  a 
condition  that  if  she  did  alienate,  then  she  should  alienate  to  one  of  her 
Bons.'"  With  all  respect  to  the  memory  of  Mr.  Justice  Dodridge  I 
think  that  sentence  shows  that  the  two  parts  of  the  gift  are  about  as 
repugnant  as  could  well  be.  He  first  says  that  the  estate  was  in  fee, 
with  liberty  to  her  to  alienate  if  she  would,  and  then  follows,  "but  with 
a  condition  that  if  she  did  alienate  then  she  should  alienate  to  one  of 
her  sons."  How  the  two  could  co-exist  I  honestly  say  I  cannot  under- 
stand. Then  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.  R.,  says,  Law  Rep.  20  Eq.  190,  "in 
/>■■■  v.  "Pearson  the  gift  was  a  gift  in  fee  upon  this  special  proviso  and 
condition,  '  That  in  case  my  said  daughters  Ann  and  Hannah  Collett,  or 
either  of  them,  shall  have  no  lawful  issue,  that  then  and  in  such  case, 
they  and  she  having  no  lawful  issue  as  aforesaid  shall  have  no  power  to 
dispose  of  her  share  in  the  said  estates  so  above  given  to  them,  except 
to  her  sister  or  sisters,  or  to  their  children.'  Now  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  number  of  alienees  possible  in  that  case  was  smaller  than  the 
number  in  this  case;  there  it  was  limited  to  'her  sister  or  sisters,  or 
their  children.'  .  .  .  So  that  the  case  of  Daniel  v.  I  l)ley  is  also  stronger 
than  the  present.  In  the  first  place,  it  was  a  prohibition,  not  merely 
against  selling,  but  against  all  alienation;  and  in  the  next  place,  the 
class  was  limited  to  one  of  the  sons  of  the  devisor;  but  yet  the  judges 
ii  opinion  that  it  would  be  good,  and  following  that  old  authority, 
Lord  Ellenborough  and  the  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  Doe  v. 
Pearson^  in  tho  year  1^06.  held  that  the  condition  was  valid." 

I  ask  myself,  and  with  all  respect  I  hope  for  the  learned  judges  who 
decided  thi  -.  what  was  the  principle  upon  which  they  went,  and 

how  by  any  possibility  that  principle  is  to  be  applied  to  other  cases  in 
ll)t-'  future?  In  Daniel  v.  Ubley  the  widow  was  to  alienate  to  one  of 
ii  Dot  v.  Pearson  the  discretionary  power  of  alienation  was 
.  -  to  her  sister  or  sisters,  or  their  children."  What  am  I  to  say  is 
the  principle?  Is  it  that  there  may  be  a  condition  that,  if  you  alienate, 
yon  d  to  a  member  of  your  own  family,  or  that  you  must 

look  to  the  number  of  the  individuals  to  whom  the  alienation  is  per- 
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mitted,  or  when  there  are  a  number  of  individuals  (not  knowing  at 
the  present  moment  what  that  number  may  be),  am  I  to  inquire  whether 
they  are  able,  or  likely  to  be  willing,  to  purchase  the  property  to  which 
the  condition  is  attached?  If  they  are  able  and  willing  to  purchase  the 
property,  am  I  to  say  that  the  condition  is  good,  and  if  from  their 
poverty  the}-  are  unable,  or  from  other  circumstances  are  unwilling,  am 
I  to  say  that  the  condition  is  bad?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  adoption  of 
an}-  such  rule  as  that  would  produce  the  greatest  uncertainty  and  con- 
fusion ;  in  fact  it  would  be  absolutely  impossible  for  any  judge  to  apply 
such  a  rule  to  any  case  which  might  come  before  him,  unless  the  facts 
of  the  case  were  absolutely  identical  with  those  of  some  previously 
decided  case. 

In  Atticater  v.  Atticater,  no  doubt.  Lord  Romilby  challenged  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  decision  in  Doe  v.  Pearson.     In  In  re  Macleay  Sir  G. 
Jessel,  M.  R.,  thought  that,  as  Doe  v.  Pearson  was  decided  in  the  year 
1805,  it  was  too  late  to  go  contrary  to  it,  and,  having  in  In  re  Macleay 
a  devise  which  was  very  similar  to  that  in  Doe  v.  Pearson,  he  followed 
what  he  conceived  to  be  the  rule  in  Doe  v.  I'earson,  and  decided  that 
the  condition  in  In  re  Macleay  was  a  valid  condition.     If  there  were 
nothing  else  in  In  re  Macleay  I  do  not  think  I  need  have  discussed  it 
any  further,  because  the  condition  with  which  I  have  now  to  deal  is  not 
like  the  conditions  in  any  one  of  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred, 
lint,  no  doubt,  there  are  some  observations  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls 
in  In  re  Macleay  which  were  very  strongly  and  very  properly  relied 
upon  by  Mr.   Barber,  because  the  authority  of  Sir  G.  Jessel  is  very 
great.     I  cannot  possibly  ignore  those  observations,  and  I  feel  bound 
to  take  exception   to  them,  for  I   cannot  agree  with  the  propositions 
which   they   lay  down.     After  citing  those  sections  from    Littleton  to 
which  I  first  referred,  and  also  referring  to  Musckamp  v.  Bluet,  Sir  G. 
Jessel,  M.  R..  says.  Law  Rep.  20  Eq   189  :  "  So  that,  according  to  the 
old  books.  Sheppard's  Touchstone  being  to  the  same  effect,  the  test 
is  whether  the  condition  takes  away  the  whole  power  of  alienation  sub- 
stantially: it  is  a  question  of  substance  and  not  of  mere  form."    I  appre- 
hend that  the  meaning  of  the  word  "substantially"  is  this:    Does  it 
really  deprive  the  devisee  of  the  power  of  alienation,  or  docs  it  only  so 
restrain  it  that  in  effect  he  still  has  the  power  of  alienation  ?     If  the 
latter  it  is  good.     The  M  aster  of  the  Rolls  continues:   -  Now,  you  may 
restrict  alienation  in  many  ways.     You  may  restrict  alienation  by  pro- 
hibiting a  particular  class  of  alienation,  or  you  ma}'  restrict  alienation 
by  prohibiting  it  to  a  particular  class  of  individuals,  or  you  may  restrict 
alienation  by  restricting  it  to  a  particular  time.     In  all  those  waj*s  you 

may  limit  it,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  in  two  ways,  at  all  events,  this 
condition    is    limited.      First,  it    is   limited  as  to  the   mode  of  alienation, 

because  the  only  piohibrtion  is  against  selling.  There  are  various 
mode-  of  alienation  besides  sale;  a  person  may  lease,  or  he  may 
mortgage,  or  he  may  settle;  therefore  it  is  a  mere  limited  restriction 
on  alienation  in  that  way.  Then  again,  it  is  limited  as  regards 
class  ;   he  i-  never  to  Bell   it  out  of  the  family  .  hut  he  may  sell  it  to  any 
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one  11  '  the  family.     It  is  cot,  therefore,  limited  In  the  sense  of 

;  ..iil\  one  person  to  buj  :  ili«'  will  Bhows  there  were  a  great 
mauy  members  of  the  family  when  Bhe  made  her  will;  a  great  many  are 
i  in  it :  therefore  you  have  :l  r';l>s  which  probably  was  large,  and 
ily  M, .t  small.     1'lun  it  is  not,  Btrictly  speaking,  limited  as  to 
pi  in  this  way,  thai  it  is  limited  to  the  life  of  the  firsl  tenant 
in  tail;  ofcojursej  if  unlimited  as  to  time,  it  would  be  void  for  remote- 
.11  Kr  another  rule.     So  that  this  is  strictly  a  limited  restraint  on 
.ion.  and  unless  Coke  upon  Littleton  lias  been  overruled,  or  is  not 
law,  this  Is  a  good  condition. '*     With  all  deference  to  Sir  (J. 
.    1  do  not   find  in  Coke  upon   Littleton  that  which  he  seems  to 
found,  and    I    must    say   this,  that  when    yon    refer   to  Coke   upon 
Littleton,  with  all  deference  to  that  learned  judge,  one  must  bear  in 
mind  that  he  was  not  always  consistent  with  himself.     I  find,  for  in- 
stance, this.  Co.  Lit.  223  b:  "And  yet  if  a  man  make  a  gift  in  tail, 
upon  condition  that  he  shall  not  make  a  lease  for  his  own  life,  albeit  the 
estate  be  lawful,  yet   the  condition  is  good,  because  the  reversion  is  in 
nor."     When,  however,  I  turn  to  Sir  Anthony  Miklmay's  Case, 
6  Rep.  48  a.  I  find  this  :  '•  So  if  a  man  makes  a  gift  in  tail,  on  coudition 
that  he  shall  not   make  a  lease  for  his  own  life,  it  is  void  and  repug- 
nant.*'    I  find  also  this,  Co.  Lit.  223  b:  "If  a  man  make  a  gift  in  tail, 
upon  condition  that  he  shall  not  make  a  lease  for  three  lives,  or  twent}"- 
onc  year-,  according  to  the  Statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  the  condition  is  good, 
for  the  Statute  dotb  give  him  power  to  make  such  leases,  which  may  be 
ned  by  coudition,  and  by  his  own  agreement;  for  this  power  is  not 
at  to  the  estate,  but  given  to  him  collaterally  by  the  Act,  accord- 
i  that  rule  of  law,  quilibet  potest  renunciare  juri  pro  se  intro- 
\w\  in  Mary  Portington's  Case,  10  Rep.  39  a,  there  is  this: 
•■  For  suppose  that  a  man  makes  a  gift  in  tail,  and  further  grants,  that 
he  may  make  leases  for  years  or  lives  according  to  the  said  Aet ;  or  to 
levy  a  fine  with  proclamations  according  to  the  Acts  in  such  case  to  bar 
provided  always,  that  he  shall  not  make  leases,  or  levy  a 
fine;  none  will  deny  but  such  proviso  would  be  repugnant;  and,  by 
in   the  other  case,  when   such   incidents  are  tacitly  im- 
—  that   i<.  whether  the  incidents  are  mentioned  or  not,  you  can- 
not make  a  condition  of  that  kind.     I  think,  therefore,  Lord  Coke  must 
id  with  a  certain  amount  of  caution,  and  I  may  say  that,  if  any 
ill  take  the  trouble  to  read  two  or  three  passages  in  Sheppard's 
Touchstone,  he  will  find  that  the  learned  professors  of  the  law  are  per- 
as  to  what  is  a  good  condition,  and  the  reason 
i  tipy  nave  departed   from   the   first  principle,  that  a   condition 
is  repugnant  to  a  gift  is  a  void  condition,  and  the  exceptions 
made  without  any  principle  at  all,  and  it  is  therefore  per- 
ctly  impoe  jay  by  any  rule  what  exceptions  are  good  and  what 

id. 

-ony  to  do  Sir  George  Jessel  any  injustice,  and  I 
say  that  in  attempting  to  criticise  so  able  and  learned  a 
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judge  I  am  always  afraid  of  falling  into  some  error  myself,  and  I  am 
not  quite  certain  that  I  understand  correctly  the  extent  to  which  in 
those  passages  he  means  to  go.  If  he  means  to  assert  that,  provided 
you  give  a  power  to  mortgage  or  lease,  you  may  restrain  the  power  to 
sell,  all  I  can  say  is,  that  1  most  respectfully  differ  from  him,  and  I  can- 
not understand  how,  after  ne  had  cited  the  maxim  from  Coke  which  he 
had  quoted,  he  should  have  tried  to  lay  down  any  such  doctrine.  Apply- 
ing what  he  says  to  the  present  case,  does  he  mean  that,  the  estate  being 
worth  £15,000,  although  there  is  a  restriction  against  selling,  the  son 
might  immediately  mortgage  it  for  £15,000,  or  might  lease  it  for  999 
}-ears  ?  I  can  only  say  that  it  seems  to  me  that  both  those  things  are 
hit  by  the  maxim  which  he  quotes  with  the  greatest  approbation, 
quando  aliquid prohibeturjieri,  ex  directo  prohibetur  et  per  obliquum  : 
and  that  this  would  be  an  infringement  of  any  such  condition  is  proved 
(if  proof  were  wanting)  by  Large' s  Case,  3  Leon.  182,  where,  there  being 
a  gift  to  a  son  with  a  condition  annexed  to  it  that  he  was  not  to  alienate 
within  a  particular  time,  he  having  granted  four  leases  for  sixty  years  to 
begin  one  after  the  other,  it  was  held  that  they  came  within  the  prohi- 
bition. And  in  any  case,  if  you  are  to  hold  that,  though  there  is  a 
prohibition  of  sale  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word  "  sale,"  still  you 
may  dispose  of  the  estate  in  any  other  way,  the  condition  so  construed 
to  my  mind  would  be  an  absurd  one  ;  and,  if*  not  absurd,  I  am  perfectly 
satisfied  that  the  court  would  never  allow  advantage  to  be  taken  of  it 
because  something  had  been  done  in  one  way  which  might  have  been 
done  effectually  in  another  way. 

It  still  remains  for  me  to  consider  whether  there  is  any  decision  that 
a  condition  absolutely  restraining  alienation  is  good  if  there  is  a  limita- 
tion as  to  time,  because,  although  I  have  dealt  with  these  cases  in  order 
to  clear  the  way  with  regard  to  the  foundation  upon  which  all  the  ex- 
ceptions  rest,  Still,  as  I  hold  that  the  exceptions  stand  on  a  principle 
absolutely  removed  from  that  of  repugnancy,  there;  may  yet  exist  an 
ption  whi<h  can  be  made  to  the  condition,  and  which  will  be  good  by 
<>n  of  a  limitation  of  time. 

The  authority  cited  to  show  that  this  is  so  is  Large 's  Case,  2  Leon. 

8  Leon.  182.     I    am  going  to  cite   it  from   the  American  case, 

Mandlebaum  v.    McDonett,   18  Amer.  Rep.  61,80,  which  contains  a 

very  elaborate  and  able  judgment  upon  this  part  of  the  case.    The  very 

same   point  which  arises  now  arose  then  before  the  American  court 

The  Judgment  of  the  American  court  refers  to  Largt?8  Cast    thus:  ••  As 

reported,  the  same  devise  is  stated  as  follows  :  '  A.,  seised  of  lands  in 
fee,  devised  the  same  to  bis  wife  till  William,  bis  younger  sou.  should 
come  to  the  age  oi  twenty-two  years,  the  remainder  when  the  said  Wil- 
liam should  come  to  such  age,  of  bis  lands  in  I'-.  t<»  bis  two  sons,  Alex- 
ander and  John,  the  remainder  of  his  lands  in  C.  to  two  other  of  Ids 
sons,  upon  condition,  quod  w  aliquis  dictorum  filiorum  euorvm  <•//•- 

cuniihit.  i' i  wli  r>:  hmint  .suuin.  lie  tore  his  said  son  William  should  attain 

his  said  age  of  twenty-two  years,  in  perpetuum  perderet  cum.'"    It 
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-  to  have  been  held  by  the  text  writers  that  this  therefore  was  a 

attached  t.>  i  de\ ise.  nol  to  sill  within  a  limited  time,  and  that 

iras  pood,  becanse  It  was  held  that  one  of  the  sons,  who 

oe  about  to  grant  Leases  for  terms  of  sixty  years  in  succession, 

roken  the  condition,  and  that  the  breach  ol  the  condition  might  be 

advantage    ol      But   Mr.  Justice  Christiancy  points  out,  I  think 

with  perfect  accuracy,  that  when  you  conn'  to  look  at  the  case  there  was 

do  devise  of  the  fee  simple  of  that  kind.     There  was  only  a  contingent 

remainder  limited  to  the  son,  upon  condition  that  before  he  came  into 

-i. mi.  that  is  to  say,  before  he  attained  twenty-two,  he  should   not 
sell.     That  being  so.  the  BOH   having  sold   before  that  time,  it  was  hekl 
that  he  could  not  qualify  himself  to  take  under  the  contingent  remainder, 
that  the  contingent  remainder  therefore  failed  altogether,  and  the  estate 
i  away  from  him.      Now  the  first  citation  of  this  ease  which  deals 
with  it  as  if  it  had  decided  that  a  limitation  as  to  time  made  a  condition 
of  this  kind  good,  is  in  a  note  in  the  7th  edition  of  Sheppard's  Touch- 
Btone,  page  ISO  tit  is  not  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone  itself).     The  note 
originally  ran   thus:   "And  the  grantee  may  be  also  restrained  from 
alienating  for  a  particular  time:  Largos  Case"     Then  Mr.  Preston 
r.dds  in  brackets.  "  Being  a  reasonable  time;  not  trenching  on  the  law 
againsl   perpetuities,"  and  the  note  thus  inserted  in  Sheppard's  Touch- 
stun.-  has  no  doubt  been  copied  into  a  good  many  other  text-books, 
lint  there  has  been  no  judicial  decision  to  that  effect;  and  it  is  a  very 
curious  thing  that,  although  Littleton's  book  is  more  than  400  years 
old,  and  although  Lord  Coke  died   250  years  ago,  there  is  not  a  single 
judicial  decision  to  be  found  in  the  books  showing  that  a  limitation  as 
to  time  added  to  such  a  condition  makes  it  a  valid  condition.     I  per- 
fectly admit  that  although  there  has  been  no  such  judicial  decision,  }-et 
ild  find  that  this  had  been  an  accepted  </i<-t>onoflavr,  and  that  it 
kely  to  have  affected  divers  contracts  and  dealings  between  man 
and  man,  and  that   by  not  following  it  I  should  be  disturbing  anything 
which  had   been  done   in  former  times  over  and  over  again  on  the  faith 
of  the  dictum,  I  should  feel  myself  bound  by  it  and  I  should  decline  to 
in  opposition  to  it.     I  hold  most  strongly  that  what  the  present 
Master  of  the  Rolls  (then  Brett,  L.  J.)  said  in  Lohrex.  Aitchison,  3 
Q   B    1 1.  558,  561,  in  regard  to  policies  of  insurance,  ought  to  be  ap- 
to  all  doctrines  affecting  conveyances.     He  said :  "  The  dispute 
thus  raised  is  one  with  regard  to  the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  amount  of 
policy  in  ordinary  form,  and  of  adjusting  that  amount 
wh<-n  ascertained.     Such  disputes  have   for  a  long  period  been  deter- 
ording  to  recognized  rules.     As  many  of  the  arguments  pre- 
;   to  us  seemed  to  trench   violently  on  several  of  those  rules,  it 
to  tu  advisable  to  state  our  view  of  the  binding  force  of  those 
reasons  why  they  have  a  binding  and  exclusive  force. 
i  which  originated  either  in  decisions  of  the  courts  upon 

iction  or  on  the  mode  of  applying  the  policy,  or  in  customs 
o  clearly  or  so  often  as  to  have  been  long 
courts  without  further  proof.     Since  those  decisions 
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find  the  recognition  of  those  customs,  merchants  and  underwriters  have 
for  man}*  years  continued  to  enter  into  policies  in  the  same  form. 
According  to  ordinary  principle,  then,  the  later  policies  must  be  held  to 
have  been  entered  into  upon  the  basis  of  those  decisions  and  customs. 
If  so,  the  rules  determined  by  those  decisions  and  customs  are  part  of 
the  contract.  And  though  a  court  now  might  differ  from  the  correct- 
ness of  the  rules  as  originally  laid  down,  it  must  yet  now  act  upon  those 
rules  as  parts  of  the  contract,  or  as  agreed  modes  of  carrying  it  out." 
I  think  it  would  be  exceedingly  mischievous  to  attempt  to  alter  any  rule 
which  had  been  adopted  and  acquiesced  in  for  more  than  a  century. 
But  in  the  present  case  I  am  bound  to  say  that  I  cannot  imagine  that 
this  supposed  rule  has  ever  been  acted  upon,  because,  to  begin  with,  it 
is  so  vague  that  I  am  perfectly  certain  that  no  counsel  capable  of  advis- 
ing a  client  would  have  advised  his  client  to  act  upon  it  without  better 
information  than  we  possess  at  present  as  to  what  the  rule  means. 
What  is  the  meaning  of  •'  a  reasonable  time"?  Does  it  extend,  as  Mr. 
Preston  thinks,  to  a  time  so  long  that  it  does  not  trench  on  the  law 
against  perpetuities?  Does  it  simply  extend  to  the  life  of  the  indi- 
vidual himself,  or  to  the  life  of  some  other  person,  or  is  it  to  be  ap- 
plied in  different  cases  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  case?  Is 
each  judge  before  whom  the  question  comes  to  decide  whether  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  particular  condition  is  a  reasonable  time,  or  is  it  to 
depend  upon  some  other  unknown  quantity  which  this  court  has  yet  to 
decide?  I  find  that  the  original  rule  which  says  that  you  cannot  annex 
to  a  gift  in  fee  simple  a"  condition  which  is  repugnant  to  that  gift  is  a 
plain  and  intelligible  rule.  So  far  as  I  can  find  that  any  exception  to 
the  rule  has  been  laid  down  and  judicially  decided,  I  am  bound  by  that 
exception.  But  I  will  not  add  other  exceptions  for  which  I  can  find  no 
authority,  and  the  addition  of  which,  to  my  mind,  will  only  introduce 
uncertainty  and  confusion  into  the  law  which  we  have  to  administer.  I 
must  therefore,  as  regards  the  condition  which  relates  to  selling,  declare 
that  it  is  void. 

I  have  now  to  deal  with  the  condition  as  to  leasing.  It  is  agreed  that 
the  nal  leasing  value  of  both  the  properties  was  $100  per  annum.  I 
will  assume  in  favor  of  the  condition  that  it  does  not  enable  the  widow- 
to  require  an  indefinite  lease,  I  mean  a  lease  for  999  years  or  for  a  very 
long  period,  but  that  the  utmost  she  could  require  wotdd  be  a  lease  for 
the  period  of  her  own  life.  I  think,  nevertheless,  that  the  same  princi- 
ple applies  to  the  power  of  leasing  as  to  the  power  of  sale,  and  for  the 
reasons  before  given,  because  the  power  to  lease  is  just  as  much  an 
Incident  to  an  estate  in  fee  simple  as  the  power  to  sell ;  ami  inasmuch 

as  the  restriction  amount-  to  this,  that  the  widow  is  to  have  a  lease  at 
one  f.-urtli  of  the  nal  rent.  I  think  that  it  i-  an  absolute  restriction  in  the 
one  case  upon  leasing  for  more  than  three  year-,  and  is  void.  The  con- 
dition as  to  leasing  the  other  property  is  practically  the  same,  and  is 
void  for  the  same  reason.  I  must,  therefore,  answer  the  questions 
by  saving  that  both  the  restriction  upon  the  powcrof  selling  and  the 
restriction  upon  the  power  pf  leasing  are  invalid. 
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IN    RE    DUGDALE. 
(n  w.  i  m   1  h\  ision.     1888. 

I  A'.,     led  38  '  h.  D.  1  I 

:n  Duodalb,  who  died  in  1866,  by  her  will  dated  in  1865, 

■  1.  M^r.l  and  appointed  certain  leal  and   personal  estate  l>  upon  trust  for 
i  son,  James  Board  man,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  but  it'  my  said 
i .   :u.liii:m.  should  d".  execute,  commit  or  snlfcr  any  act, 
»»r   thing   whatsoever   whereby   or   liy    reason   or   in   consequence 
. .f.  i>r  if  by  operation  ol'  law,  lie  would   be  deprived  of  tin;  per- 
sonal  beneficial  enjoyment  ol'  the   said    |>reinises    in    his   lifetime,  then 
and  in  such  case  the  trust  hereinbefore  contained  for  the  benefit  of  my 
-•'IK  James  Pioardman,  shall   absolutely  cease  and  determine,  and 
the  c-tates.  hereditaments,  money  and  premises  hereinbefore  limited  in 
tni>t  for  him,  and  also  any  and  every  oilier  share  of  property,  real  and 
nal,  which  may  Burvive  or  accrue  to  him  under  the  trusts  of  this 
my  will,  and  whereof,  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  any  such  act, 
or  thing  as  aforesaid,  or  by  operation  of  law,  he  would  be  de- 
prived in  bis  lifetime  of  the  personal  beneficial  enjoyment,  shall  go  and 
be  held  in  trust  "  for  his  wife,  or,  if  no  wife  then  living,  for  his  children 
equally,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  if  there 
should  not  be  any  wife  or  child  li\iii!_r,  then,  during  so  much  of  his  life 
a-,  there  -liotild  be  a  want   of  any  such  wife  or  child,  the  rents  and  in- 
should  be  accumulated  for  the  benefit  of  any  future  wife  or  chil- 
dren, and  so  much  as  could  not  legally  be  accumulated  should  be  paid 
to  the  a1i<>  under  the  trust  thereinafter  declared  would  be  en- 

•  hereto  if  James  Boardman  was  not  living;  "and  if  he  shall  die 
without  leaving  any  i^sue  of  his  body  him  surviving,  the  estates,  here- 
ditaments, money  and   premises  hereinbefore  limited  in  trust  for   him, 
ith  any  and  every  Bucb  Burviving  or  accruing  share  as  aforesaid,  shall 
i  !>■•  held  in  trust  for"  such  of  the  testatrix's  other  issue  as  he 
iy  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default,  in  trust  for  her  other 
ren  equally,  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
a :  and  the  testatrix  declared  that  each  of  her  sons  should  during 
e  of  the  trust  thereinbefore  contained  for  his  benefit  re- 
ely  have  the  letting  and   full  management  of  the  hereditaments 
limited  in  trust  for  him  without  the  intervention  of  the  trustees. 

will  had  previously  contained  similar  provisions  for  two  other 

•iix. 

-  Boardman  Dugdale  Burvived  his  mother,  and  was  a  bachelor. 

I  ii  originating  summons  taken  out  by  him  against  the  tes- 

•  n  or  their  representatives,  and  the  trustees  of  the 

-   ■        I  iration  that  he  was  entitled  absolutely  to  the  prop- 

-  d  and  appointed  to  him,  upon  the  ground  that  the  executory 

pugnant  and  void. 
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Farwett,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  J.  Chitty,  for  the  defendants. 

Kay,  J.  (after  reading  the  gift,  continued)  :  — 

James  Boardman  Dugdale  claims  this  property  upon  the  ground  that 
the  executory  devise  which  I  have  read  is  repugnant  and  void. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  a  condition  against  alienation  is  void  :  Co. 
Lit.  223  a. 

The  ditference  between  a  condition,  properly  so  called,  and  a  condi- 
tional limitation  or  an  executo:y  devise  is  that,  in  the  case  of  a  condi- 
tion, the  estate  is  to  revert  to  the  grantor  or  his  heirs  ;  in  the  other 
cases  it  is  limited  over  to  other  persons.  But  even  in  the  case  of  a 
condition  the  power  of  alienation  may  be  restricted,  though  it  cannot 
be  entirely  taken  away.  For  example,  a  condition  not  to  alien  "to 
such  an  one,  naming  his  name,  or  to  any  of  his  heirs,  or  of  the  issues 
of  such  a  one,  &c,  or  the  like,  which  conditions  do  not  take  awa}1  all 
powers  of  alienation  from  the  feoffee,  &c,  then  such  coudition  is  good." 
Lit.,  sect.  361. 

It  has  been  said  that  a  total  restriction  of  alienation  for  a  limited 
time  may  be  good.  During  the  argument  in  Chwcliill  v.  Marks,  1 
Coll.  441,  445,  an  eminent  conveyancer,  in  answer  to  a  question  put 
to  him  by  the  court,  stated  his  opinion  to  be,  that  a  gift  to  A.  in  fee, 
with  a  proviso  that  if  A.  aliens  in  B.'s  lifetime  the  estate  shall  shift  to 
B.,  is  valid. 

Such  a  limitation  might  not  deprive  A.  altogether  of  the  power  of 
alienation,  because  he  might  outlive  B.,  and  after  B.'s  death  his  power 
of  alienation  would  not  be  interfered  with.  But  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  there  is  no  decision  to  this  effect,  and  the  late  Mr.  Waley  in  a  note, 
p.  88,  of  the  2d  edition  (p  111,  3d  edition),  3d  vol.  of  Davidson's  Con- 
veyancing, to  which  my  attention  has  been  called,  states  his  opinion 
that  this  doctrine  is  doubtful. 

In  In  re  Macleay,  Law.  Rep.  20  Eq.  186,  there  was  a  devise  of  real 
estate  to  one  in  fee  "  on  the  condition  that  he  never  sells  it  out  of  the 
family."  This  was  held  to  be  a  good  condition  by  Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R., 
it  being  a  limited  restriction  on  alienation.  The  decision  was  dis- 
sented from  by  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Pearson  in  In  re  Rosher,  26  Ch.  1). 
801,  where  the  devise  was  t<»  the  testator's  son  in  fee,  with  a  proviso 
that  if  the  son,  his  heirs  or  devisees  should  desire  to  sell  the  same,  or 
any  pint  thereof,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator's  wife,  she  should  have 
the  option  to  purchase  at £3000  lor  the  whole,  ami  at  a  proportionate 

price  for  any  part.      £3000  was  much  less  than  the  value  of  the  estate; 

and  it  was  held  that  the  proviso  ; muted  t<>  an  absolute  restraint  on 

alienation,  and  was  therefore  Void,  although  the  restriction  was    limited 

to  the  life  of  the  testator's  widow. 

It    is   clearly   settled    that    a   -ill    over  upon   an   attempt    to  alien   an 

absolute  [nteresl  previously  given  is  as  void  a-  a  condition.  This  is 
shown  by  the  cases  of  Bradley  v.  Peixoto,  :'<  Ves.  824  ;  Roes  v.  Rose, 
1  .lac.  &  W.  154:   Holmes  v.  Godson^  8  I).  M.  &  Gr,  152,  in  which 
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Lord  Jastice  Turner  stated  thai  the  law  is  the  Bam'e  both  as  to  gifts  of 
real  and  personal  estate;  and  Share  v.  /•'"/</,  7  Ch.  D.  669. 

In  Fearne's  Contingent  Remainders,  10th  ed.  pp.  12,  l">,  the  differ- 
ence between  ■  conditional  limitation  or  executory  devise  and  a  con- 
tinent remainder  is  discussed,  the   illustration   given   being   tbat  a 

limitation  to  the  U8C  of  A.  and   his  heirs  till  C.  returns  from    Homo,  and 

the  return  of  ('..  to  the  use  of  B.  in  fee,  is,  in  a  dw<\,  a  conditional 
limitation,  in  a  will,  an  executory  devise.  Hut  a  limitation  to  the  use  of 
A.  until  ('.  returns  from  Rome,  and  after  the  return  of  C.  to  the  nse 
of  B.  in  fee,  i>  a  contingent  remainder  to  B.,  the  whole  fee  not  being 
limited  to  the  use  of  A.  as  in  the  former  ease,  but  only  a  particular 
to  endure  till  the  return  of  C,  which  being  an  uncertain  period 
Bach  particular  estate  is  a  freehold,  and  consequently  the  limitation  to 
H.  and  his  heirs  is  a  contingent  remainder. 

In  the  Bame  work  (Ibid.,  p.  15)  it  is  said  that  limitations  defeating  a 
portion  of  an  estate  previously  given  "are  properly  termed  conditional 
limitations,  to  distinguish  them  on  the  one  hand  from  conditions,  of. 
which  only  the  grantor  or  his  heirs  can  take  advantage,  and  on  the 
other  from  remainders,  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense  of  the  word  as 
above  defined  :  and  though  these  conditional  limitations  are  not  valid 
in  conveyances  at  common  law,  yet,  within  certain  limits,  they  are 
good  in  wills  and  convej-ances  to  uses." 

In  accordance  with  the  doctrine  as  thus  stated  by  Fearne  there  are 
a  series  of  decisions,  of  which  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Ves.  429  ; 
Webb  v.  Grace,  2  Ph.  701  ;  llochfordx.  Hachnan,  9  Hare,  475  ;  and 
Joel  \.  Mills.  3  K.  &  J.  458,  are  examples,  which  decide  that  if  real  or 
personal  estate  be  given  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  absolutely, 
with  a  proviso  that,  if  A.  should  attempt  to  assign,  his  life  estate  should 
cease,  such  a  proviso  is  read  as  a  limitation  to  A.  during  his  life  or 
until  he  should  attempt  to  assign,  and  upon  that  event,  or  after  his 
death,  over,  and  such  a  limitation  is  held  to  be  valid. 

The  result  is  that  a  limitation,  by  way  of  use  or  in  a  will,  to  A.  until 
he  attempt  to  alien,  and  on  that  event  to  B.  and  his  heirs,  is  valid,  A. 
taking  an  estate  of  freehold  which  onty  endures  by  the  terms  of  the 
limitation  until  the  attempted  alienation,  and  B.  taking  a  contingent 
remainder.  Hut  a  limitation  to  A.  "and  his  heirs,"  but  if  be  attempt 
to  alien,  to  B.  in  fee,  is  an  invalid  gift  over.  80  also  where  the  limita- 
tion i^  to  A.  •'  and  his  heirs''  until  he  attempt  to  alien,  and  thereupon 
to  B.  and  his  heirs.  This  is  as  clearly  a  conditional  limitation  as  the 
other,  because  a  fee  simple  endures  forever,  and  an}'  attempt  to  cut  it 
down  must  be  a  defeasance. 

Ill-  general  law  is  that  a  defeasance,  either  b}'  condition  or  b}'  con- 
ditional limitation  or  executory  devise,  cannot  be  well  limited  to  take 
.1  derogation,  not  merely  of  the  right  of  alienation,  but  of  any 
of  the  natural  incidents  of  the  estate  which  it  is  intended  to  divest. 
Instances  of  this  are  given  in  Sir  Anthony  Mildmay's  Case,  6  Rep. 
41  a,  where  the  law  is  stated  thus:  "  If  a  man  makes  gift  in  tail  on 
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condition  that  the  donee  shall  not  commit  waste,  or  that  his  wife  shall 
not  be  endowed,  or  that  the  husband  of  a  woman  tenant  in  tail  after 
issue  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  or  that  tenant  in  tail  shall  not 
suffer  a  common  recovery,  these  conditions  are  repugnant  and  against 
law,  because  by  the  gift  in  tail,  he  tacitly  enables  him  to  commit  waste, 
that  his  wife  shall  be  endowed,  and  to  suffer  a  common  recover}*.  And 
therefore  it  is  repugnant  to  restrain  it  by  condition,  for  that  would  be 
to  give  a  power,  and  to  restrain  the  same  power  in  one  and  the  same 
deed." 

As  I  have  shown,  a  conditional  limitation  or  executoiy  devise  is  sub- 
ject to  the  same  rule. 

The  events  upon  which  the  executory  devise  in  this  case  is  to  take 
effect  seem  to  be,  (1)  alienation,  and  (2)  bankruptcy,  or  judgment  and 
execution.  The  alienation  contemplated  is  any  alienation  whatever  by 
the  devisee,  not  limited  in  any  way.  This  is  clearly  invalid.  With 
respect  to  the  other  event,  bankruptcy  or  judgment  and  execution  effect 
an  involuntary  alienation.  Can  a  fee  simple  estate  be  divested  by  an 
executory  devise  on  that  event?  The  liability  of  the  estate  to  be  at- 
tached by  creditors  on  a  bankruptcy  or  judgment  is  an  incident  of  the 
estate,  and  no  attempt  to  deprive  it  of  that  incident  by  direct  prohibi- 
tion would  be  valid.  If  a  testator,  after  giving  an  estate  in  fee-simple 
to  A.,  were  to  declare  that  such  estate  should  not  be  subject  to  the 
bankruptcy  laws,  that  would  clearly  be  inoperative.  I  apprehend  that 
this  is  the  test.  An  incident  of  the  estate  given  which  cannot  be  di- 
rectly taken  away  or  prevented  by  the  donor  cannot  be  taken  away 
indirectly  by  a  condition  which  would  cause  the  estate  to  revert  to  the 
donor,  or  by  a  conditional  limitation  or  executory  devise  which  would 
cause  it  to  shift  to  another  person.  This  agrees  with  the  decision  of 
Mr.  Justice  Chitty  in  In  re  Machu,  21  Ch.  D.  838.  The  words  "  con- 
ditional limitation  "  seem  to  be  used  in  that  case  not  in  the  sense  in 
which  Fearne  and  Butler  employ  them,  but  rather  to  describe  an  estate 
upon  which  a  contingent  remainder  might  be  limited.  According  to 
the  illustrations  which  I  have  given  from  the  definition  by  Fearne,  the 
limitation  in  In  re  Machu  would  be,  in  a  devd,  a  conditional  limitation 
defeating  a  fee  simple,  and  in  a  will  an  executory  devise. 

I  am  of  opinion  lor  the  foregoing  reasons  that  the  executory  devise 
in  this  case  is  invalid  as  repugnant. 

It  was  attempted  to  distinguish  one  portion  of  it,  narael}',  that  which 
begins  with  the  words  ••  and  if  lie  shall  die  without  leaving  issue  of  his 
body  him  surviving."  and  it  was  argued  that  this  gift  over  must  be 
valid.  Hut  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  only  a  portion  of  the  limitations 
which  are  intended  to  take  effect    Upon    the    forfeiture   by  alienation   or 

bankruptcy,  dec,  and  not  otherwise. 

The  original  devise  is  in  trust  lor  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 
The  intention  to  defeat  this  must  be  as  clearly  expressed  as  the  gift, 

and  if  the  last  point  were  more  doubtful  than  I  think  it  is,  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  have  tin-  benefit  of  the  doubt. 
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,1  with  the  practice  of  the  court,  as  recognized  in  Lady 

l  ,    ;,  g  D.  m.  &  <;.  391,  thai  the  plaintiff  should  have 

ta  to  the  nature  of  his  interest  and  the  validity  of  the 

ver.  .  .     . 

1  nuiM  declare  that  he  is  entitled  to  an  c.iuitablc  estate  in  foe  simple 
in  the  real  property  and  t»>  an  absolute  interest  in  the  personalty  given 
to  him,  niul  that  the  attempted  executory  gift  over  is  void.1 
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This  action  was  commenced  on  December  26,  1874,  by  the  plaintiff, 
in  the  Court  of  ( 'oininon  Pleas  of  Ashland  County,  to  subject  certain  real 
estate.  a<  the  property  of  Thomas  C.  Cnry,  to  the  satisfaction  of  certain 
all«-:i»-d  liens,  by  mortgage  and  levy  of  execution,  which  the  plaintiff 
claimed  to  have  secured  for  certain  indebtedness  of  said  Thomas  to  him. 
The  liens  claimed  by  plaintiff  are  upon  the  undivided  half  of  a  certain 
:'  hmd  devised  to  said  Thomas  and  his  brother,  Charles  L.  Cary, 
by  the  eighth  item  of  the  will  of  their  father,  George  W.  Cary,  executed 
in  the  war  1867,  at  which  time  both  Thomas  and  Charles  were  minors, 
Charles,  the  younger,  being  about  fourteen  years  of  age. 

The  defendants  are  said  Thomas  and  Charles,  Mary  Elizabeth  Cary, 
their  mother,  and  widow  of  said  George  W.  Cary,  and  divers  others, 
claiming  liens  on  said  undivided  half  of  said  lands.  The  principal 
e,  however,  is  made  by  Charles  L.  Cary,  who  claims  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  entire  tract  free  from  all  encumbrances,  as  will  hereafter 
appear. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  James  Anderson,  may  be  stated  thus:  On 

January  1,  1872,  Thomas  C.  Cary,  being  then  of  full  age,  in  considera- 

oney  loaned,  executed  to  the  plaintiff  his  promissory  note  for 

$1,500,  payable  in  one  year,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  eight  percent.; 

and  to  secure  the  payment  thereof  executed  (with  his  wife)  a  mortgage 

upon  the  undivided  half  of  said  tract  of  land,  which  was  duly  recorded 

in   Ashland  County,   where  said   lands  were   situate.     Afterwards,  in 

iber,  1874,  the  plaintiff  obtained  judgment  on  said  note  by  con- 

»n,  under  a  cognovit,  against  said  Thomas,  in  the  Court  of  Common 

Richland  County,  and  caused  execution  thereon  to  be  levied 

id  undivided  half. 

n,  the  mortgages  having  been  executed  by  said  Thomas  upon 
•  in  said  lands,  and  other  executions  against  him  having  been 
.  this  suit  was  brought  to  marshal  liens  and  sell  the  prop- 
fy  the  same. 

*  But  see  Camp  v.  Cleary,  76  Va.  140  (1882). 
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After  the  commencement  of  this  action,  and  after  service  of  summons, 
to  wit:  on  March  22,  1875,  by  contract  in  writing,  Thomas  C.  agreed 
to  sell  and  convey  his  undivided  half  of  said  lands  to  Charles  L.,  in  con- 
sideration whereof  Charles  L.  agreed  to  pay  to  Thomas  the  sum  of 
§7,125,  to  be  applied  chiefly  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debts  of  said 
Thomas,  which  he  had  secured  by  mortgage  or  judgment  liens  on  said 
premises.  In  this  contract,  however,  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff  (if  lien  he 
had)  was  postponed  to  junior  liens,  so  that  the  purchase-money  was 
exhausted  before  the  churn  of  p'aintiff  was  satisfied. 

By  this  contract  of  purchase  Charles  claims  that,  under  the  will 
of  his  father,  by  which  alone  the  estate  of  Thomas  in  said  lands 
was  created,  his  right  to  the  undivided  half  devised  to  Thomas  is 
indefeasible  and  unencumbered  by  any  lien  or  claim  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff. 

In  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
plaintiff,  whose  petition  was  dismissed.  From  this  judgment  the  plain- 
tiff appealed  to  the  District  Court,  where  the  case,  with  an  agreed  and 
certified  statement  of  facts,  was  reserved  for  decision  in  this  court. 

Dirlam  and  Leyman,  for  plaintiff. 

Harrison,  Olds,  and  ^^<lrsh,  contra. 

McIlvaine,  J.  The  decision  of  this  case  depends  on  the  construc- 
tion and  effect  to  be  given  to  the  last  will  and  testament  of  George  W. 
Cary.  The  question  to  be  decided  is,  did  the  plaintiff,  by  his  mortgage 
from  Thomas  C.  Cary,  or  by  his  levy  upon  the  same  premises,  acquire  a 
lien  thereon?  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  interest  or  estate  of  Thomas 
C,  devised  to  him  in  the  eighth  item  of  his  father's  will,  as  to  the  farm 
on  which  the  testator  resided,  was  subject  to  a  lien  under  both  the 
mortgage  and  execution  ;  and  that  the  subsequent  sale  of  this  interest 
or  estate,  by  Thomas  to  Charles,  did  not  displace  the  lien  either  of  the 
mortgage  or  the  levy.  These  claims  of  the  plaintiff  are  contested  by 
Charles.  What,  then,  was  the  true  intent  of  the  testator?  And,  what, 
the  force  and  effect  of  this  devise? 

The  provisions  of  the  will  which  at  all  afreet  the  question  before  us 
are  as  follows  : 

"Item  Fourth.  —  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  wife,  Mary 
Elizabeth,  the  sum  of  six-  hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  out  of  my  per- 
sonal estate,  one  hundred  dollars  of  the  same  to  be  paid  over  to  her  out 
of  the  first  moneys  collected  by  my  executor. 

••hi  in  Fifth.  —  I  give  and  bequeath  t<>  my  two  sons,  Thomas  C. 
Cary  ami  Charles  Lincoln  Cary,  the  residue  of  moneys  and  the  pro- 
ceeds of  my  obligations  after  giving  the  legacies  aforesaid,  the  same  to 
be  divide. i  equally  between  them,  share  and  --hare  alike. 

"Item  Sixth.  —  Tin-  balance  of  my  personal  estate,  consisting  of 
personal  property,  farming  Implements,  Btock,  cattle,  slice]),  and  all 
other  property,  personal,  except  one  top  buggy  and  such  surplus  of 
grain  on  hand  as  shall  not  be  needful  for  the  purposes  of  the  farm, 
which  are  to  he  sold   by  my  executor,  I  give  and   bequeath  to  my  wife 

Vol..    VI.  —  0 
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said,  and  to  mv  children  before  named  for  the  purposes  of  carry- 

i  mv  farm,  until  my  oldest  Bon,  Thomas  C.  Car}',  arrives  at  fall 

they,  the  said  family,  to  use  the  said  property  in  common  for  the 

purposes  of  carrying  on  said  farm  and  enjoying  the  proceeds  of  the 

same,  and  when  my  oldest  son  arrives  al  the  age  of  majority,  then  I 

that  my  said  daughter,  Mary  Elizabeth,  Bhall  sell  her  interest,  in 

.1  property  bo  held  in  common  t<>  my  said  wife  and  sons,  before 

named.     Then   the  said    Mary   to   have   for  her  said  interest  in  said 

la-t  named  property  the  appraised  value  of  such  property  as  has  been 

appraised  and  such  property  as  has  been  accumulated  from  said  farm 

during  said   period,  prior  to  the  said  majority  of  said  Thomas,  to  be 

equally  divided,  and  the  said  Mary  Elizabeth  to  be  paid  such  amount 

for  ber  interest  as  shall  be  agreed  upon  between  them,  she  to  sell  to 

them,  the  said  sons   and  my  said  wife,  her  interests  in  said  property  as 

aforesaid. 

••  Item  Seventh.  —  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  wife  all  my  house- 
hold and  kitchen  furniture,  beds,  bedding  of  every  kind  whatever,  and 
when  my  said  son  Thomas  shall  have  arrived  at  the  age  of  majority  as 
aforesaid,  from  and  after  that  time  I  give  and  bequeath  and  so  direct 
that  my  said  wife  shall  have  in  lieu  of  dower  one-third  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  farm  on  which  1  now  reside  in  Green  township  aforesaid, 
as  long  as  my  said  wife  shall  remain  my  widow,  and  in  the  event  of  her 
marriage  then  I  order  and  direct  that  she  shall  forfeit  her  said  dower  as 
said,  and  in  lieu  thereof  I  direct  that  my  two  sons,  Thomas  and 
i  In.  shall  pay  to  her  the  sum  of  twenty-five  hundred  dollars,  one 
thousand  of  which  shall  be  paid  within  sixty  days  after  such  marriage 
and  the  balance  in  three  equal  annual  payments  without  interest.  This 
last  item  and  the  sixdiundred-dollar  item  and  the  former  provisions 
made  in  the  foregoing  specifications  are  to  be  in  lieu  of  all  her  dower  in 
all  my  real  estate,  including  three  hundred  and  twenty  acres  of  land  I 
own  in  the  State  of  Iowa. 

"Item  Eighth.  —  I  give  and  bequeath  the  farm  on  which  I  now  live, 

of  two  hundred   and  eighty-live   acres,  to  rrry  two  sons,  Thomas  and 

Lincoln,  upon  the  following  conditions  :   1.  I  direct  that  the}^,  the  said 

sons,  shall   not  be  allowed   to  sell  and  dispose  of  said   farm   until  the 

expiration  of  ten  years  from  the  time  my  son,  Charles  Lincoln,  arrives 

at  full  age,  except  to  one  another,  nor  shall  either  of  my  said  sons  have 

authority  to  mortgage  or  encumber  said  farm  in  any  manner  whatsoever, 

i-x-f-pt   in  the  sale  to  one  another  as  aforesaid.     I  also  give  and  be- 

i  to  my  two  sons  aforesaid,  two  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  land 

-  in  the  south-easl  corner  of  Fayette  County,  Iowa,  which  I  received 

i  from   Richard   Probert,  and  the  same  is  now  on  record  in  said 

county  :  also  eighty  acres  of  land  in  Chickasaw  County,  Iowa,  which  1 

■  >d  by  deed  from  A.  IF.  Crawford." 

What  estate  in  the  home  farm  did  the  testator  intend,  by  the  eighth 

his  sons?     By  section  55  of  the  Wills  Act  of  1852,  in 

force  when  this  will  was  made,  it  was  provided,  "  every  devise  of  lands, 
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tenements  and  hereditaments,  in  any  will  hereafter  made,  shall  be  con^ 
strued  to  convey  all  the  estate  of  the  devisor  therein,  which  he  could  law- 
fullv  devise,  unless  it  shall  clearly  appear  by  the  will  that  the  devisor 
intended  to  convey  a  less  estate."  The  estate  of  the  devisor  in  these 
lands  was  an  absolute  fee  simple.  By  other  provisions  in  this  will,  it  is 
clear  that  the  testator  intended  that,  from  the  majority  of  Thomas,  his 
widow,  so  long  as  she  remained  a  widow,  should  have  one-third  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  said  farm.  Whether  the  right  thus  given  to  the 
widow  was  an  interest  in  the  land,  or  an  interest  in  the  rents  and 
profits  as  such,  it  is  quite  clear  to  our  minds  that  the  fee  simple  abso- 
lute, subject  to  the  right  of  the  widow,  passed  to  the  sons,  as  fully  and 
amply  as  the  testator  "could  lawfully  devise"  it.  It  is  true,  the  testa- 
tor coupled  with  the  devise  the  words  :  ''Upon  the  following  conditions  : 
I  direct  that  they,  the  said  sons,  shall  not  be  allowed  to  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  said  farm  until  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  the  time  my 
son,  Charles  Lincoln,  arrives  at  full  age,  except  to  one  another,  nor 
shall  either  of  my  said  sons  have  authority  to  mortgage  or  encumber 
said  farm  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  except  in  the  sale  to  one  another 
B8  aforesaid."  But  by  these  conditions  (so  nominated)  we  do  not 
understand  that  the  testator  intended  a  forfeiture  upon  breach  ;  there 
is  no  limitation  over  in  favor  of  any  one  ;  and  if  a  forfeiture  for  the 
benefit  of  his  heirs  was  intended,  the  devisees,  being  two  of  his  three 
heirs,  would  each  have  inherited  a  third  part ;  so  that,  as  heir  of  the 
testator,  Thomas  C.  had  full  power  to  charge  one-third  of  the  land  by 
mortgage  to  the  plaintiff.  But  there  is  no  indication  in  the  will,  or  in 
the  circumstances  of  the  testator,  that  he  intended,  in  any  event,  to  die 
intestate  as  to  this  property;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  seems  clear 
to  us  that  the  testator  intended,  in  all  events,  that  his  sons  should  take 
this  farm,  subject  to  the  rights  given  to  their  mother,  to  have  and  to 
hold  the  same  to  them  and  their  heirs  forever.  Instead  of  giving  to  his 
sons  an  estate  in  the  land  less  than  a  fee  simple,  his  intent  and  purpose 
was  to  give  them  the  fee  simple,  but  to  eliminate  therefrom  its  inherent 
elemenl  of  alienability,  for  a  limited  period,  or  to  incapacitate  his  devi- 
sees, although  sui  juris,  from  disposing  of  their  property  for  the  same 
limited  period,  to  wit:  until  the  younger  should  arrive  at  thirty-one 
years  of  age  —  each  and  both  of  which  purposes  are  repugnant  to  the 
nature  of  the  estate  devised. 

By  the  policy  of  our  laws,  it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  absolute,  that  the  owner,  who  is  not  under  any  personal  dis- 

ability  imposed  by  law,  may  alien  it  or  subject  it,  to  the  payment  of  his 
debtfl  at.  any  and  all  times  ;  and  any  attempt  to  evade  or  eliminate  this 
element  from    a    fee    simple    .  — .  I :  <  t .  - ,  either   by  deed   or  by   will,  niii-1    be 

declared  void  and  of  no  force.     Il<>l>l>s  v.  Smith.  15  <)hi<>  St.  419, 

Of  coarse,  we  do  not  deny  that,  I  lie  owner  of  an  absolute  estate  in  fee 
Simple  may  by  deed  Or  l>v  will  transfer  an   estate   therein   less  than   the 

whole,  or  may  transfer  'he  whole  upon  conditions,  the  breach  <»f  which 
will  terminate  the  estate  granted,  or  that  he  may  create  a  trust  whereby 
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the  beneflclarj  maj  not  control  the  corpus  of  the  trust,  or  even  antici- 
pate its  profits.  Bui  as  we  construe  this  will,  nothing  of  the  kind  has 
been  here  attempted.  The  attempl  here  was  to  fasten  upon  the  estate 
devised  a  limitation  repugnant  to  tin-  estate,  which  limitation,  and  not 
tlu'  devise,  musl  be  for  thai  reason  declared  void. 

contended  on  behalf  of  defendant,  Charles  L.  Cary,  that  by  this 
devise  an  estate  in  trust,  until  the  younger  son  should  arrive  at  the  age 
of  thirty-one,  was  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  children  of 
the  totator.  That  such  was  the  effect  of  the  so-called  "conditions," 
when  construed  in  connection  with  other  clauses  of  the  will.  We  do 
n.>t  >o  understand  the  will. 

When  the  elder  son.  Thomas,  arrived  at  age,  the  daughter  ceased  to 
have  any  right  whatever  in  the  devised  premises. 

The  righl  of  the  widow  to  one-third  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  farm 
was  doI  affected  by  the  arrival  of  Charles  at  thirty-one  years  of  age, 
and  did  not  affect  the  absolute  character  of  the  devise  to  the  sons.  If 
she  took  during  widowhood  one-third  of  the  lands,  the  sons  took  a  vested 
remainder  in  that  portion,  and  a  present  vested  estate  in  the  other  two- 
thirds.  If  her  right  was  to  rents  and  profits  as  such,  and  the  same  was 
made  a  charge  upon  the  lands,  the  estate  of  the  sons  nevertheless  vested 
in  them  and  for  their  own  benefit,  subject  to  the  encumbrance.  The 
relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  ti'ust  existed  between  them  in  no 
proper  sense.  The  grantees  of  the  sons  would  have  stood  in  the  same 
relation  to  the  widow.  No  relation  of  personal  confidence  or  trust  was 
created,  but  one  growing  out  of  property  rights  alone  —  strictly  legal 
rights.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  desire  of  the  testator  as  to  his 
widow  remaining  on  this  farm  after  the  majority  of  the  elder  son,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  rights  of  the  devisees  were  not  made  to  depend  on 
that  event.  The  personal  relations  of  the  members  of  his  family  were 
not  provided  for  after  the  arrival  of  Thomas  at  age,  but  their  property 
rights,  respectively,  were  defined  ;  and  the  rights  of  neither  were  sub- 
jected to  the  control  or  supervision  of  the  other.  There  was  no  trust 
created. 

If  we  could  find  in  this  devise  a  trust  in  favor  of  the  widow,  until 
Charles  should  arrive  at  thirty-one  years  of  age  (and  certainly  there  was 
none  before,  if  not  after),  so  that  no  absolute  estate  vested  in  the  sons 
previous  to  the  termination  of  such  trust  estate,  or  if  we  could  find  a 
condition  which  prevented  the  vesting  of  the  fee  for  such  limited  period, 
or  a  condition  subsequent  upon  the  happening  of  which  the  estate 
devised  could  be  defeated,  a  different  conclusion,  no  doubt,  would  be 
reached. 

But  the  case  before  us,  is  the  devise  of  an  absolute  fee,  with  a  clause 
raining  the  alienation  and  encumbering  of  the  estate  for  a  limited 
period,  intended;  no  doubt,  tor  the  protection  of  the  devisees,  who  alone 
are  interested  in  the  estate  devised.  In  holding  that  such  restraint  is 
repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the  estate  devised,  and  is  void  as  against 
puhlic  policy,  which  in  this  State,  in  the  interest  of  trade  and  com- 


SECT.  I.]  POTTER   V.   COUCH.  85 

merce,  gives  to  every  absolute  owner  of  property,  who  is  sui  juris,  the 
power  to  control  and  dispose  of  such  property,  and  subjects  the  same 
to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  we  are  fully  aware  of  the  fact  that  many 
authorities  may  and  have  been  cited  to  the  contrary.  Others,  however, 
support  the  view  we  have  taken,  but  I  shall  not  attempt  either  to 
review  or  reconcile  the  cases,  being  content  to  rest  the  decision  upon 
what  we  conceive  to  be  sound  principle  and  sound  policy.  The  owner 
of  property  cannot  transfer  it  absolutely  to  another,  and  at  the  same 
time  keep  it  himself.  We  fully  admit  that  he  may  restrain  or  limit  its 
enjoyment  by  trusts,  conditions  or  covenants,  but  we  deny  that  he  can 
take  from  a  fee  simple  estate  its  inherent  alienable  quality,  and  still 
transfer  it  as  a  fee  simple. 

Decree  for  pla  hit  iff. 


POTTER  v.   COUCH. 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.     1891. 

[Reported  141  U.  S.  296.] 

These  were  appeals  from  a  decree  in  equity  by  various  persons 
asserting  claims  to  the  real  estate  devised  by  Ira  Couch,  who  died 
January  28,  1857,  to  his  brother  James  and  to  his  nephew  Ira,  son  of 
James,  by  his  will  probated  March  21,  1857,  by  which  he  devised  and 
bequeathed  all  his  property,  real  and  personal,  to  certain  trustees  for 
the  term  of  twenty  years  for  certain  purposes  ;  then  to  go  in  equal 
parts  to  four  relatives,  including  said  James  and  Ira :  and  provided 
further,  —  "  Nineteenth.  It  is  my  will  that  my  trustees  aforesaid  shall 
pay  the  several  gifts,  legacies,  annuities  and  charges  herein  to  the 
persons  named  in  this  will,  and  that  no  creditors  or  assignees  or  pur- 
chasers shall  be  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  bounty  or  bounties  intended 
to  be  given  by  me  herein  for  the  personal  advantage  of  the  persous 
named  ;  and  therefore  it  is  my  will  that,  if  either  of  the  devisees  or 
legatees  named  in  my  will  shall  in  any  way  or  manner  cease  to  be  per- 
sonally entitled  to  the  legacy  or  devise  made  by  me  for  his  or  her 
benefit,  the  share  intended  for  such  devisee  or  legatee  shall  go  to  his  or 
her  children,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  child  or  children  hadjictu- 
ally  inherited  the  same,  and,  in  the  event  of  such  person  or  persons 
having  no  children,  then  to  my  daughter  and  her  heirs. 

After  twenty  years  but  before  a  division  of  the  estate  by  the  trustees, 
James  conveyed  his  share.  His  son  Ira  claimed  this  share  on  the 
ground  that  by  reason  of  this  alienation,  the  devise  over  in  the  nine- 
teenth clause  to  his  children  took  effect.1 

1  'flic  etatement  of  the  case  is  condensed  nnd  only  part  of  the  opinion  of  the  court 
is  given.     The  trustees  were  held  to  have  a  fee. 
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V  .  /A  \ry  U.  Mason  for  Potter. 
V-.    V  L.  WiOard  for  Hale. 

Mr    />   l\    Tenney  tor  (Worm'  B.  Johnson,  husband  of  Caroline  E, 
Johnson. 

V.  Ch  tries  II.  Aldrich  tor  Mrs.  Johnson's  children. 

V  .  John   S.   Cooper  and  .!//•.  ./<<////  (I.  Rt  id  for  James  Couch  and 
Elizabeth  (J.  Couch. 

Charles  II    Wood  for  fra  Couch,  son  of  James. 
J//-.   Willi, in,  II.   Wood  and  Mr.  C.  Beckwith  for  the  trustees. 
Mr.  .Ii  stici  Gray  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

2.  Prom  this  view  of  the  nature  and  duration  of  the  estate  of  the 
trustees,  it  necessarily  follows  that  by  the  terms  of  the  fourth  and  fifth 
clauses  of  the  will,  devising  and  bequeathing  to  the  testator's  brother 
and  nephew,  respectively,   "  after  the  expiration  of   the    trust  estate 

I  in  my  executors  and  trustees,"  "  one  fourth  part  of  all  my  estate, 
both  real  and  personal,"  (after  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies, 
which  he  charged  upon  the  real  estate,)  no  legal  title  in  any  specific 
part  of  the  estate,  and  no  right  of  possession,  vested  in  either  of  them, 
until  the  trustees  had  divided  the  estate  and  conveyed  to  each  of  them 
one  fourth  of  the  estate  or  of  the  proceeds  of  its  sale  ;  but,  on  well 
settled  principles,  an  equitable  estate  in  fee  in  one  fourth  of  the  residue 
of  the  testator's  whole  property  vested  in  the  brother  and  in  the  nephew 
respectively  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  Cropley  v.  Cooper,  19 
Wall.  167;  McArthur  v.  Scott,  113  U.  S.  310,  378,  380;  Phipps  v. 
-.  9  CI.  &  Fin.  583;  Weston  v.  Weston,  125  Mass.  268;  Nicoll 
v.  Scott, 99  Illinois,  529  ;' Scojfield  v.  Olcott,  120  Illinois,  362. 

To  the  suggestion  that  the  will  violated  the  rule  against  perpetuities, 
which  prohibits  the  tying  up  of  property  beyond  a  life  or  lives  in  being 
and  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  that  after 
twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  after  the  death  of 
the  widow  and  daughter,  (if  not  before,)  the  title,  legal  and  equitable, 
in  the  whole  estate  would  be  vested  in  persons  capable  of  conveying  it. 
Waldo  v.  Cummings^  45  Illinois,  421  ;  Lunt  v.  hunt,  108  Illinois,  307. 

3.  Nor  is  the  estate  of  the  residuary  devisees  affected  by  the  nine- 
teenth clause  of  the  will,  which  is  in  these  words  :  "  It  is  my  will  that 
my  trustees  aforesaid  shall  pay  the  several  gifts,  legacies,  annuities 
and  charges  herein  to  the  persons  named  in  this  will,  and  that  no  cred- 
itors or  assignees  or  purchasers  shall  be  entitled  to  any  part  of  the 
bounty  or  bounties  intended  to  be  given  by  me  herein  for  the  personal 
advantage  of  the  persons  named  ;  and  therefore  it  is  my  will  that,  if 
either  of  the  devisees  or  legatees  named  in  my  will  shall  in  any  way  or 

ier  cease  to  be  personally  entitled  to  the  legacy  or  devise  made  by 
in.'  for  his  or  her  benefit,  the  share  intended  for  such  devisee  or  legatee 
shall  go  to  his  or  her  children,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  child  or 
children  had  actually  inherited  the  same,  and,  in  the  event  of  such 
.  or  persons  having  no  children,  then  to  my  daughter  and  her 
heirs." 


SECT.  I.]  POTTER   V.   COUCH.  87 

The  devise  over  in  this  clause  cannot,  indeed,  by  reason  of  the  words 
"gifts,  legacies,  annuities  and  charges,"  and  "bounty  or  bounties,"  in 
the  preamble,  be  confined  to  the  legacies  and  annuities  given  by  the 
testator  and  charged  on  his  real  estate  by  clauses  six  to  thirteen  inclu- 
sive, and  by  clause  eighteen.  80  to  hold  would  be  utterly  to  disregard 
the  comprehensive  and  decisive  words,  "  devisees  or  legatees,"  "  legacy 
or  devise,"  and  "  share  intended  for  such  devisee  or  legatee,"  by  which 
the  testator  clearly  manifests  his  intention  that  the  devise  over  shall 
attach  to  the  shares  of  his  re?l  estate  devised  to  his  widow,  daughter, 
brother  and  nephew,  respectively,  by  clauses  two,  three,  four  and  five, 
except  so  far  as  its  effect  upon  the  shares  of  the  daughter  and  the 
widow  may  be  modified  by  the  trusts  created  for  their  benefit  by  clauses 
twenty  and  twenty-two. 

The  testator  having  declared  his  will  that  the  devises  of  the  shares 
shall  be  "  for  the  personal  advantage  of"  the  devisees,  and  that  "  no 
creditors  or  assignees  or  purchasers  shall  be  entitled  to  any  part,"  and 
having  directed  the  devise  over  to  take  effect  "  if  either  of  the  devisees 
shall  in  any  way  or  manner  cease  to  be  personally  entitled  to  the  de- 
vise made  for  his  benefit,"  the  devise  over  of  the  shares  of  the  brother 
and  the  nephew,  if  valid,  would  take  effect  upon  any  alienation  by  the 
first  devisee,  whether  voluntary  or  involuntary,  by  sale  and  conveyance, 
bv  lew  of  execution,  by  adjudieation  of  bankruptcy,  or  otherwise  ;  or, 
at  least,  upon  any  such  alienation  before  his  vested  equitable  estate 
became  a  legal  estate  after  the  expiration  of  the  twenty  years. 

But  the  right  of  alienation  is  an  inherent  ami  inseparable  quality  of 
an  estate  in  fee  simple.  In  a  devise  of  land  in  fee  simple,  therefore,  a 
condition  against  all  alienation  is  void,  because  repugnant  to  the  estate 
devised.  Lit.  §  360;  Co.  Lit.  20Gb,  223a;  4  Kent  Com.  131; 
McDonogh  v.  Murdoch,  15  How.  3G7,  373,  375,412.  For  the  same 
son,  a  limitation  over,  in  case  the  first  devisee  shall  alien,  is  equally 
void,  whether  the  estate  be  legal  or  equitable.  Howard  v.  Carusi, 
L09  I'.  S.  72.");  Wan  v.  Gann,  10  15.  &  C.  4:;:;  ;  Shato  v.  Ford,  7  Ch. 
D.  GG9;  In  re  Dugdale,  38  Ch.  I).  17G;  Corbett  v.  ('orbett,  13  P.  D. 
136;  Steib  v.  Whitehead,  ill  Illinois,  217,  251  ;  Kelley  v.  flfetws,  L35 
Haas.  231,  and  eases  then:  cited.  And  on  principle,  and  according  to 
the  freight  of  authority,  a  restriction,  whether  by  way  of  condition  or 
of  devise  over,  nol  forbidding  alienation  to  particular  persons  or  for  par- 
ticular purposes  only,  but  against  any  and  all  alienation  whateverduring 
a  limited  time,  of  an  estate  in  fee,  is  likewise  void,  as  repugnant  to 
the  estate  d<  med  to  the  first  taker,  by  depriving  him  during  that  time 
of  the  inherent  power  of  alienation.  Roosevelt  v.  Thurman,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  220;  Mandlebaum  v.  McDonell,  29  Michigan,  77;  Anderson  \. 
Cary,  86  Ohio  St.  506  ;  Tioitty  v.  GYamp,  Phil.  Eq.  I  No.  Car.  |  61  :  />/ 
re  Roeh  r,  26  Ch.  I).  801. 

The  cases  mcsl  relied  on,  as  tending  to  support  a  different  conclu- 
sion, arc  two  decisions  of  this  court,  not  upon  devises  of  real  estate, 

but   Upon   peculiar    bequests   of  slaves,   at    times    and    places    at   which 
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they  were  considered  personal  property.     Smith  v.  Bell,  6  ret.  G8; 

ims  \ .  .  lo,  l  How.  l. 
In    Smith   v.  V>\//,  the  general  doctrine  was  not  denied;  and  the 

on  turned  upon  the  construction  of  the  words  of  a  will  by  which 
a  Virginia  testator  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate  (consisting  mostly 
of  slaves)  to  his  wile  "to  and  for  her  own  use  and  benefit  and  disposal 
absolutely;  the  remainder  of  said  estate,  after  her  decease,  to  be  for 
the  use  o("  his  son.  This  was  held  to  give  the  son  a  vested  remainder, 
upon  grounds  summed  up  in  two  passages  of  the  opinion,  delivered  by 
Chief  Justice  Marshall,  as  follows:  "The  limitation  in  remainder  shows 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  testator,  the  previous  words  had  given  only 
an  estate  for  life.  This  was  the  sense  in  which  he  used  them."  6  Pet. 
76.  •'  The  limitation  to  the  son  on  the  death  of  the  wife  restrains 
and  limits  the  preceding  words  so  as  to  confine  the  power  of  absolute 
disposition,  which  thev  purport  to  confer  of  the  slaves,  to  such  a  dis- 
position of  them  as  ma}'  be  made  by  a  person  having  only  a  life  estate 
in  them.''     6  Pet.  84. 

In  Williams  v.  Ash,  a  Maryland  testatrix  bequeathed  to  her  nephew 
all  her  negro  slaves,  naming  them,  "  provided  he  shall  not  carry  them 
out  of  the  State  of  Maryland,  or  sell  them  to  any  one;  in  either  of 
which  events  I  will  and  devise  the  said  negroes  to  be  free  for  life." 
Oue  of  the  slaves  was  sold  by  the  nephew,  and,  upon  petition  against 
the  purchaser,  was  adjudged  to  be  free.  As  stated  by  Chief  Justice 
Taney,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  recognized  in  the 
statute  of  Maryland  of  1809,  c.  171,  therein  cited,  "By  the  laws  of 
Maryland,  as  they  stood  at  the  date  of  this  will,  and  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  testatrix,  any  person  might,  b}'  deed  or  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, declare  his  slave  to  be  free  after  an}'  given  period  of  service,  or 
at  any  particular  age,  or  upon  the  performance  of  any  condition,  or  on 
the  event  of  any  contingencj*."  1  How.  13  ;  3  Kilty's  Laws.  The 
condition  or  contingency,  forbidding  the  slaves  to  be  sold  or  carried 
out  of  the  State,  was,  as  applied  to  that  peculiar  kind  of  propert}',  a 
humane  and  reasonable  one.  The  decision  really  turned  upon  the  local 
law,  and  appears  to  have  been  so  understood  by  the  Court  of  Appeals 
of  the  State  in  Steuart  v.  Wlllia?ns,  3  Maryland,  425.  Chief  Justice 
iJj  \\  ^  Taney,  indeed,  going  beyond  what  was  needful  for  the  ascertainment 
^      vA  f$£\tue  r'o^ts  °f  the  parties,  added  :  "But  if,  instead  of  giving  freedom 

A  ly^xo  the  slave,  he  had  been  bequeathed  to  some  third  person,  in  the  event 
^Y^       of  his  being  sold  or  removed  out  of  the  State  by  the  first  taker,  it  is 
V. y  evident  upon  common  law  principles  that  the  limitation  over  would  have 
{         -\KP  Deen  g°0CV  citing  Doe  v.  Uaioke,  2  East,  481.     But  the  case  cited 

\\  .  vA^-  concerned  an  assignment  of  a  leasehold  interest  only,  and  turned  upon 
the  construction  of  its  particular  words,  no  question  of  the  validity  of 
the  restriction  upon  alienation  being  suggested  by  counsel  or  considered 
by  the  court ;  and  the  dictum  of  Chief  Justice  Taney,  if  applied  to  a 
conditional  limitation  to  take  effect  on  any  and  all  alienation,  and 
attached  to  a  bequest  of  the  entire  interest,  legal  or  equitable,  even  in 
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personalty,  is  clearly  contrary  to  the  authorities.  Bradley  v.  Peixoto, 
3  Ves.  Jr.  324;  S.  C.  Tudor's  Leading  Cases  on  Property  (3d  ed.) 
968,  and  note;  In  re  Du  g dale,  38  Ch.  D.  176;  Corbet  t  v.  Corbett,  13 
P.  D.  136;  Steib  v.  Whitehead,  111  111.  247,  251  ;  Zovettx.  Gillender, 
35  X.  Y.  617. 

The  case  at  bar  presents  no  question  of  the  validity  of  a  proviso 
that  income  bequeathed  to  a  person  for  life  shall  not  be  liable  for  his 
debts,  such  as  was  discussed  in  Nichols  v.  Levy,  5  Wall.  433,  in 
Nichols  v.  Eaton,  91  U.  S.  716,  and  in  Spindle  v.  Shreve,  111  U.  S. 
542.  In  Steib  v.  Whitehead,  above  cited,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illi- 
nois, while  upholding  the  validity  of  such  a  proviso,  said :  "  We  fully 
recognize  the  general  proposition  that  one  cannot  make  an  absolute 
gift  or  other  disposition  of  property,  particularly  an  estate  in  fee,  and 
yet  at  the  same  time  impose  such  restrictions  and  limitations  upon  its 
use  and  enjoyment  as  to  defeat  the  object  of  the  gift  itself,  for  that 
would  be,  in  effect,  to  give  and  not  to  give,  in  the  same  breath.  Nor 
do  we  at  all  question  the  general  principle  that,  upon  the  absolute  trans- 
fer of  an  estate,  the  grantor  cannot,  by  any  restrictions  or  limitations 
contained  in  the  instrument  of  transfer,  defeat  or  annul  the  legal  con- 
sequences which  the  law  annexes  to  the  estate  thus  transferred.  If, 
for  instance,  upon  the  transfer  of  an  estate  in  fee,  the  conveyance 
should  provide  that  the  estate  thereby  conveyed  should  not  be  subject 
to  dower  or  curtes}*,  or  that  it  should  not  descend  to  the  heirs  general 
of  the  grantee  upon  his  dying  intestate,  or  that  the  grantee  should 
have  no  power  of  disposition  over  it,  the  provision,  in  either  of  these 
cases,  would  clearly  be  inoperative  or  void,  because  the  actor  tiling  for- 
bidden is  a  right  or  incident  which  the  law  annexes  to  every  estate  || 
in  fee  simple,  and  to  give  effect  to  such  provisions  would  be  simply  <\ 
permitting  individuals  to  abrogate  and  annul  the  law  of  the  State  by  J] 
mere  private  contract,     This  cannot  be  done."     Ill  111.  251. 

The  restraint,  sought  to  be  imposed  by  the  nineteenth  clause,  upon 
any  alienation  by  the  brother  or  by  the  nephew  of  the  share  devised 
to  him  in  fee,  being  void  for  repugnancy,  it  follows  that  upon  such 
alienation,  or  upon  an  attempt  to  alienate,  his  estate  was  not  defeated, 
and  no  title  passed  under  the  devise  over,  either  to  the  nephew  in  the 
share  of  the  brother,  or  to  the  daughter  or  her  children  in  the  share  of 
the  brother  or  of  the  nephew,  and  therefore  nothing  passed  by  the 
^daughter's  deed  to  her  husband. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewek  and  Mr.  Justice  Brown  took  no  part  in  the 
decision  of  this  case.1 

i  See  Latimer  v.  Waddell,  119  N.  C.  370  (1896). 
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B.     Estates  for  L\ft  and  for  }\<(rs. 

LOCKYER   v.   SAVAGE. 

Exchi  Ql  i  R   in    Eqi  i  i  y.     1733. 

[Reported  2  Stra.  947.] 

The  plaintiffs  brought  a  bill  as  assignees  of  a  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy against  Norris,  to  have  an  account  of  the  personal  estate  which 
the  bankrupt's  wife's  father  died  possessed  of,  he  being  a  freeman  of 

Loll. Inn. 

The  defendants  insisted,  thai  by  articles  between  the  bankrupt  and 
Freeman  and  his  daughter,  previous  to  the  marriage,  she  had  in  con- 
Bideration  of  £4000  advanced  by  the  father  in  his  lifetime,  released  her 
right  to  any  further  demand  out  of  the  personal  estate;  and  that  the 
£4.000  was  settled  to  the  use  of  the  bankrupt  for  life,  but  if  he  failed  in 
the  world,  the  trustees  were  not  to  pay  the  produce  to  him,  but  apply 
it  to  the  separate  maintenance  of  the  wife  and  children. 

Upon  the  hearing  two  points  were  ruled  :  1.  That  a  child  of  full  age 
might,  for  the  consideration  of  a  present  advancement,  bar  herself  of 
the  customary  share.  And  that  it  was  stronger  in  the  case  of  a  child 
who  had  a  right,  than  in  the  case  of  an  intended  wife,  which  had  been 
allowed.  2  Vern.  665.  2.  That  the  provision  for  her  maintenance  in 
case  the  husband  failed,  was  good  against  creditors  ;  it  not  being  a 
provision  out  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  but  the  settlement  of  her  own 
fortune.  Abr.  Equ.  Cas.  53,  54.  And  though  it  was  objected,  that 
the  profits  were  forfeited  by  the  act  which  was  to  vest  the  separate 
right  in  the  wife,  viz.,  bankruptcy ;  and  when  two  rights  concur, 
fortior  est  dispositio  legis  quam  hominis :  yet  the  court  compared  it 
to  the  case  of  a  lease,  where  the  lessee  is  restrained  from  assigning 
without  consent  of  the  lessor,  and  the  assignment  has  always  been 
held  to  be  void.  The  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs.  Strange  pro 
defendente.1 

»  See  Dommett  v.  Bedford,  6  T.  R.  684  (1790). 
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ROE  d.  HUNTER  v.  GALLIERS. 

King's  Bench.     1787. 

[Reported  2  T.  R.  133.] 

In  this  ejectment  a  special  verdict  was  found  before  Gould,  J.,  at  the 
last  assizes  at  Hertford,  which  stated  that  John  Hunter  being  seised  in 
fee  of  the  premises  in  question,  demised  the  same  by  two  several  leases 
dated  24th  December,  1778,  to  Green,  who  for  some  time  before  had 
been  and  afterwards  continued  to  be  a  dealer  in  horses,  for  twenty-one 
years  from  Michaelmas,  1778,  at  rack  rents  for  both  farms  of  £150  a 
year,  without  any  fine  or  other  consideration  than  the  yearly  rents  ;  in 
each  of  which  leases  is  contained  the  following  proviso:  "that  if  the 
said  yearly  rents  thereby  reserved,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  there- 
of, shall  be  behind  or  unpaid  for  twenty  days  next  after  the  respective 
days  of  payment,  being  lawfully  demanded  ;  or  if  the  said  J.  Green,  his 
executors,  or  administrators,  shall  assign  over  the  indenture  of  lease, 
or  assign  or  let  the  premises  thereby  demised,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
any  person  whatsoever  for  any  time  or  times  whatsoever,  without  the 
license  or  consent  of  the  said  J.  Hunter,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  first  had 
cr  obtained  in  writing  under  his  or  their  hands  for  that  purpose  ;  or  if 
the  said  J.  Green,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  shall  commit  any 
act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  any  Statutes  made 
or  to  be  made  in  relation  to  bankrupts^  whereon  a  commission  shall 
issue,  and  he  or  the;/  shall  be  found  or  declared  to  be  a  bankrupt  or 
bankrupts  ;  or  if  he  or  they  Bhall  make  any  composition  with  his  or 
their  creditors  for  the  payment  of  his  or  their  debts,  though  a  commis- 
sion of  bankrupt  doth  not  issue,  or  if  he  or  they  shall  make  anv  assign- 
ment of  his  or  their  effects  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  or  their  creditors ; 
that  tl,>n  and  from  thenceforth  in  any  of  these  cases  it  shall  and  may 
h,  lawful  to  'i ml  for  tin  s<ti<l ./.  Hunter^  his  fu  irs,  and  assigns,  into  the 
I  demised  premises  to  re-enter,  and  the  same  again  to  have,  re-posse-s, 
and  enjoy,  as  in  his  or  their  former  estate,  anything  therein  contained 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."    It  is  then  found  that  counterparts  of 
the  said  leases  wen-  executed.     That  the  two  farms  after  such  demise 
and    before   the   bankruptcy  of  Green   were   improved  by  the  bankrupt 
£80  per  annum.     It  Ihen  stated  the  act  of  bankruptcy  ;  that  a  commis- 
sion issued  thereon  on  :;d  February,  17-sT;  thai  Green  was  duly  found 
and  declared  a  bankrupt;  and  that  the  defendants  afterwards  entered 
into  the  premises,  and  were  possessed  ae  as-i_rnecs  under  the  commission 

and  the  usual  assignment  ;  upon  whom  the  said  John  Hunter  afterwards 

entered.     But  whether.  &c. 
/>"><.<.  tor  the  plaintiff. 
Morgan^  for  the  defendant 
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A-miiK-r.  J.     The  only  question  is,  whether  a  proviso  in  a  lease, 
that  [f  the  lessee  commit  an  net  of  bankruptcy,  or,  in  other  words,  do 
-e  aets  upon  which  a  commission  of  bankrupt  may  be  sued 
ie  landlord  shall  have  a  right  to  re-enter,  be  legal  or  not?     The 
iiiiiple  is  clear,  that  the  landlord,  having  the  jua  diapom  ndit 
i    .   atever  conditions  he  pleases  to  his  grant,  provided  they 
be  not  illegal  or  unreasonable.    Thru  is  this  proviso  contrary  to  any 
express  law;  <>r  so  unreasonable  as  that  the  law   will   pronounce   it 
to  be  i     I      I  bal  it  is  nol  against  any  positive  law  is  admitted  ;  and  no 
case  has  derided  it  to  be  illegal.    In  the  case  of  Lord  Stanhope  against 
'*,  the  court  were  divided  in  opinion  upon  the  question  which 
there;  therefore  that  is  no  authority  either  way :  but  considering 
what  the  ground  of  that  difference  was,  it  is  some  authority  in  support 
of  ihis  proviso  :   for  the  doubt  arose  upon  considering  whether  a  clause 
itraint  could  operate  upon  executors  to  prevent  them  from  assign- 
ing land  which  was  expressly  leased  to  the  original  tenant  and  his 
ine,  when  that  was  the  only  means  by  which  they 
could  exercise  their  trust.     Now  that  doubt  does  not  occur  in  this  case, 
this  question  turning  on  a  different  point.     This  proviso  then  not  being 
against  any  express   authority  of  law,   it  remains  to  be  considered 
whether  it  be  void  or  unlawful  as  against  reason  or  public  policy  ;  now 
-  not  appear  to  me  to  be  against  either.     First,  it  is  reasonable 
that  a  landlord  should  exercise  his  judgment  with  respect  to  the  person 
to  whom  he  trusts  the  management  of  his  estate  ;  a  covenant  therefore 
not  to  assign  is  legal ;  covenants  to  that  effect  are  frequently  inserted 
in  leases  ;  ejectments  are  every  da}'  brought  on  a  breach  of  such  cove- 
nants.    The  landlord  may  very  well  provide  that  the  tenant  shall  not 
make  him  liable  to  any  risk  by  a  voluntary  assignment,  or  by  any  act 
which  obliges  him  to  relinquish  the  possession.     If  it  be  reasonable  for 
him  to  restrain  the  tenant  from  assigning,  it  is  equally  reasonable  for 
him  to  guard  against  such  an  event  as  the  present,  because  the  conse- 
quence of  the  bankruptcy  is  an  assignment  of  the  property  into  other 
-.     Perhaps  it  may  be  more  necessary  for  the  landlord  to  guard 
r  this  latter  event,  as  there  is  greater  danger  to  be  apprehended 
by  him  in  this  than  in  the  former  case.     Persons  who  are  put  into 
»ion  under  a  commission  are  still  less  likely  to  take  proper  care 
of  the  land  than  a  private  assignee  of  the  first  tenant.     Neither  is  there 
any  reason  of  public  policy  to  be  urged  against  allowing  such  a  proviso. 
!         iduces  to  the  security  of  landlords,  which  can  never  be  urged  as  a 
ground  of  objection  on  that  head.     On   the  whole  therefore  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  is  a  valid  proviso ;  and,  the  lease  having  been  forfeited 
by  the  tenant  s  becoming  a  bankrupt,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff"  is  entitled 
to  recover. 

Bulleb,  .T..  after  commending  the  conciseness  of  the  special  verdict, 
and  recommending  it  as  an  example  in  future,  said,  the  question  lies 
in  a  very  narrow  compass  ;  whether  a  proviso  in  a  lease  for  twenty-one 
years,  that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  lessee  become  a  bankrupt,  be  good  in 
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law?  The  defendant's  counsel  has  commented  much  upon  the  different 
parts  of  this  proviso.  I  cannot  say  whether  an}-  part  of  it  may  or  may 
not  be  objectionable  with  reference  to  the  Statutes  concerning  bank- 
rupts ;  we  are  now  to  decide  upon  the  construction  of  a  proviso  at 
common  law,  and  not  on  any  Statute.  There  is  a  great  difference 
between  them  :  Lord  Chief  Justice  Wilmot  took  the  distinction  in  a 
case  before  him  in  the  Common  Pleas,  in  which  his  Lordship  said, 
where  the  question  depends  on  a  Statute,  that  mows  down  all  before  it, 
and  it  acts  like  a  powerful  tyrant  that  knows  no  bounds :  but  the 
common  law  operates  with  a  more  lenient  hand  ;  it  roots  out  that  which 
is  bad,  and  leaves  that  which  is  good.  The  question  here  is,  whether 
this  proviso  be  good  according  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law  as 
to  that  part  of  it  on  which  this  question  arises,  nanieh/,  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, which  is  the  only  point  necessary  to  be  considered.  The  cases 
cited  by  the  defendant's  counsel  have  not  the  least  analogy  to  the 
present  question.  That  which  was  cited  from  Equity  Cases  Abridged 
proves  nothing  to  this  purpose.  It  was  there  taken  for  granted  that  a 
clause  to  prevent  alienation  by  the  tenant  was  good ;  but  the  court 
considered  that  the  particular  alienation  in  question  was  not  within  the 
terms  of  the  covenant,  because  the  covenant  only  extended  to  the  act 
of  the  party,  and  that  was  an  alienation  in  law,  for  the  assignment  was 
by  virtue  of  a  Statute.  This  case  has  also  been  argued  on  general  prin- 
ciples of  inconvenience,  because  the  possession  of  an  estate  on  such 
terms  enables  tenants  to  hold  out  false  colors  to  the  world.  But  that 
sort  of  observation  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  land  ;  for  a  creditor 
would  not  rely  on  the  bare  possession  of  the  land  by  the  occupier, 
unless  he  knew  what  interest  he  had  in  it.  If  he  were  desirous  of 
knowing  that,  he  must  look  into  the  lease  itself;  and  there  he  would 
find  the  proviso  that  the  tenant's  interest  would  be  forfeited  in  case  of 
his  bankruptcy.  The  stock  upon  a  farm  may  indeed  induce  a  credit ; 
but  that  will  not  govern  the  present  case.  It  is  next  urged  that  this  is 
equivalent  to  a  proviso  that  the  lease  shall  not  be  seized  under  a  com- 
mission of  bankrupt ;  the  defendant's  counsel  having  first  supposed  the 
lease  to  be  granted  absolutely  for  a  certain  term,  and  then  that  a  subse- 
quent proviso  is  added  to  that  effect.  Such  a  proviso  as  that  indeed 
would  be  bad,  because  it  would  be  repugnant  to  the  granl  itself:  but 
here  there  is  an  express  limitation  that  the  lease  shall  be  void  upon  the 
Pad  of  the  Lessee's  becoming  a  bankrupt.  It  is  clear  that  the  landlord 
in  this  cage  parted  with  the;  term  on  account  of  his  personal  confidence 
in  his  tenant;  that  is  manifestly  the  case  in  all  leases  where  clauses 
again8l  alienation  are  inserted  The  landlord  perhaps  relics  on  the 
tenant's  honesty  ;  or  he  approves  of  his  skill  in  farming,  and  thinks  ho 
will  take  more  care  of  tin?  farm  than  another;  and  therefore  he  has  a 
right  to  guard  against  the  event  of  the  estate's  falling  into  the  hands  ol 
any  other  person,  who  may  not  manage  it  so  well  as  the  original  tenant. 
Suppose  a  lease  were  made  for  twenty-one  years,  on  condition  that  the 
tenant  shall  so  long  continue  to  occupy  the  land  personally  ;  there  could 
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!  made  to  Buoh  a  condition,  for  the  personal  confidence  is 

;ninting  ilic  lease  :  and  thai  is  [ike  the  present  case. 

I  apply  at  all  to  this.    In  the  first   place, 

!\  divided,  and  therefore  tin-  case  is  of  no  authority. 

I  .lo  not  mean  to  Bay,  or  even  t<>  insinuate,  that  t lie 

1  then  laid  was  right.     Bui  there  is  a  great  difference 

i ..  I'm-  there  the  lease  was  granted  to  the  tenant, 

.   and  administrators:  thej  were  to  take  as  such,   which 

to  tin-  doubt  in  that  ease;  and  Lord  Mansfield  there  said,  the 

difficulty  K   that,  as    bj  the    terms    "I'  the    lease    the    exeeutors  were    lo 

subsequent    proviso  that   they  should  not  assign  seems  to  be 
::int  to  the  grant   itself.     Again,  that  was  oot  a  husbandry  lease 
f,.r  tv  years,   like  the  present,  but  for  forty-one  years;    and 

jrreal  reason  for  a  distinction  between  the  two  terms  ;  for 
.  a  proviso  as  this  were  inserted  in  very  long  leases,  it  would  be 
i|>  property  for  a  considerable  length  of  time,  and  would  be  open 
objection  of  creating  a  perpetuity.     But  the  principal  ground  is, 
that   this  is  a  stipulation    not    against  law,  not  repugnant  to  anything 
.    d  the  former  part  of  the  lease,  but  merely  astipulation  against 
;  of  llu-   lessee   himself,  which  I  think  it  was  competent  for  the 
make. 
I       The  question  is,  whether  the  landlord  ma}'  not  stipulate 
that  he  will   let  his  land  only  to  the  tenant,  or  to  such  assignee  of  the 
the  landlord  shall  approve  of.      I   know  of  no  Statute  or  case 
-  that  such  a  stipulation  is  bad.    The  defendant's  counsel  has 
31  ssistance  the  21  St.  Jac.  1,  but  that  has  never  been  con- 
,1  to  land-,  itonly  relates  to  goods  and  chattels.     The 
■  iit  of  the  tenant's  obtaining  credit  by  holding  out  false  colors, 
not  apply  to  the  ease  of  land,  but  mereby  to  goods;  for  a  man 
•  dit  merely  from  the  occupation  of  laud,  but  from  the 
t  which  he  has  in  it ;   in  order  to  know  which  it  is  necessary  that 
tor  -hould  see  the  hase.  which,  when  produced,  would  show 
would  be  defeated  upon  the  tenant's  becoming  a  bank- 
rupt.    Therefore  the  argument  derived  from  the  credit  which  the  tenant 
by  being  in  possession  of  the  land,  can  have  no  weight 
k8  to  the  inconvenience  which  it  has  been  contended  will 
blishing  the  validity  of  this   proviso,  it  rather  bears  the 
cannot  be  determined  to  be  illegal  on  any  principle 
■\  not  equally  extend  to  leases  which  are  every  day  granted  in 
itraining  the  assignment  of  houses  to  persons  exercising 
hat    not  only  diminishes  the  value  of  the  particular 
1,  but  also  the  adjoining  houses,  belonging  probabl}-  to 
.  .    land 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff . 
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SHEE  v.  HALE. 
Chancery.  1807. 
[Reported  13  Ves.  404.] 

John  Mootham  by  his  will,  dated  in  March  1803,  gave  and  be- 
qneathed  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon 
trust,  to  pay  to  his  son  John  Mootham  the  yearly  sum  of  £200,  clear  of 
all  deductions,  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  or  until  such  time  as 
his  said  son  should  actually  sign  any  instrument,  whereby  or  in  which 
he  should  contract  or  agree  to  sell,  assign,  or  otherwise  part  with,  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  way  charge  the  same,  or  any  part 
thereof,  as  a  security  for  any  sum  or  sums  of  monev,  to  be  advanced  or 
lent  to  him  by  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  or  in  any  other 
manner  whatever  charge  or  dispose  of  such  annuity,  or  any  part  there- 
of, by  anticipation  ;  or  whereby  or  in  which  he  should  authorize  or  em- 
power, or  intend  to  authorize  or  empower  an}-  person  or  persons  whom- 
soever to  receive  such  annuity,  or  any  part  thereof,  except  only  as  to 
the  then  next  quarterly  payment,  after  such  authority  or  power  should 
be  given  :  such  annuity  or  annual  sum  to  be  paid  to  his  said  son  John 
Mootham  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments;  and  he  declared  his  will 
to  be,  that  in  case  his  said  son  should  at  any  time  sign  or  execute  any 
such  instrument  or  writing  for  the  purposes  or  any  of  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  (except  as  aforesaid,)  then  and  from  thenceforth  the  same, 
and  every  part  thereof,  should  cease  to  be  paid  or  payable  to  him  ;  and 
should  sink  into  the  general  residue  of  his  personal  estate. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  the  27th  of  December,  1803,  the  testator  be- 
queathed the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  to  the  same  trustees,  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  interest  and  produce  thereof  unto  his  wife  Elizabeth, 
during  her  life  ;  and  after  her  decease  directed  them  to  transfer  such 
residuary  personal  estate  to  other  persons. 

The  testator  died  on  the  i;th  of  July,  1801.  John  Mootham,  the  son, 
being  in  confinement  for  debt,  took  the  benefit  of  an  Insolvent  Act, 
|  '1  on   the  80th  of  July,  1804  ;   and   the  annuity  of  £200   under  the 

will  of  his  father  was  inserted  in  the  schedule  of  his  property  delivered 
in,  and  signed  by  him. 

The  bill  WBB  tiled  by  the  assignees  under  the  Insolvent  Act,  claiming 
the  annuity.     The  answers  raised  the  question,  whether  the  annuity  was 

forfeited  and  sunk  into  the  residue. 

Mr.  Richards  and  Mr.  Rovpell,  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  Mr.  Fon- 
blanque  and  Mr.    W.  Agar,  for  the  defendant  Mootham. 

Mr.  Thomson  ami  Mr.  Ben/yon^  for  the  residuary  legatees. 

Tin.  M  \- hi:  oi  mi  Rolls.    [8ib  William  Grant.]  The  intention  of 

the  testator,  to  make  this  annuity  personal  to  his  son,  cannot  be  doubted. 

The  'iUi sstiou  is,  whether  that  intention  is  sufficiently  expressed,    lie 
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iwkwanlly  about  it.  by  expressing  particular  nets.     His  son 
have  this  as  a  fund  of  credit.    The  testator  supposed  be  bad 
irded  against  that    It  appears  to  1m1,  that  the  son  has 
mi  art  within  this  will,  to  authorize  or  empower  others  to  receive 
*  annuity.     Tl  -   from   the  ease  of  the  bankrupt.      The  bank- 

rupt had  not  done  anything.     The  insolvent  debtor  was  not  in  a  situa- 
,  ompelled  to  part  with  this  annuity.    He  might  have  enjoyed 
bis  life.     The  signing  of  the  petition  and  schedule  appear  to  rne 
j.     As  to  the  intention  there  can  be  no  doubt. 


HIGINBOTHAM  v.   HOLME. 
Chancery.     1812. 

[Seported  19  Vcs.  88.] 

V>\  indentures  of  settlement,  previous  to  the  marriage  of  the  plain- 
the  plaintitf  William  Mosley  Higinbotham  conveyed  to  trustees 
freehold  estates  of  inheritance  and  leasehold  estates  for  lives  and  years, 
to  hold  to  them,  their  heirs,  executors,  &c.  after  the  marriage  to  the 
nse  of  the  plaintitf,  the  husband,  for  life,  unless  he  shall  hereafter 
embark  in  any  trade  or  business  and  in  the  lifetime  of  his  said  intended 
wii\  shall  become  bankrupt,  and  from  and  after  his  decease  or  his  being 
declared  a  bankrupt,  which  shall  first  happen,  to  the  use,  that  the  plain- 
titf Sarah  Higinbotham,  in  case  she  should  survive  her  husband,  and 
Hanm  otham  should  be  then  living,  should  receive  an  annuity 

of  £150  during  the  several  lives  of  Sarah  and  Hannah  Iliginbotham  ; 
but  in  case  Hannah  should  be  dead  at  the  decease  or  bankruptcy  of  the 
plaintitf.  or  should  afterwards  die  in  the  lifetime  of  Sarah,  then  from 
and  after  Bncb  death  or  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff  and  Hannah  Iligin- 
:i.  that  the  plaintiff  Sarah  should  receive  an  annuity  of  £200  for  her 
le  quarterly  :  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  the  first  quarter 
day  next  alter  the  death  or  bankruptcy  of  William   Mosley  Higin- 
m  :  the  respective  and  successive  annuities  to  be  in  bar  and  satis- 
dower,  and  other  share  and  claim,  which  the  plaintiff  Sarah 
otham  would  or  might  have  had  out  of  the  real  and  personal 
of  her  intended  husband  ;  and  in  case  the  said  annuities  or  either 
of  them  should   become  payable  during  the  life  of  the  plaintiff  Sarah, 
paid  into  her  proper  hands,  to  and  for  her  own  separate 
.1  benefit,  free  from  the  debts,  control,  or  intermeddling,  of  her 
and  Bubject  to  the  said  annuities,  from  and  after  his 
bankruptcy  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  five  hundred  years  as 
inheritance,  and  ninety-nine  years  as  to  the 
-.  upon  trusl  to  pay  the  arrears  of  the  annuities;  and 
to  the    nse  of  the  plaintiff,  William  Mosley   Higin- 
itors,  &c. 
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The  plaintiff,  the  husband,  was  not  at  the  time  of  his  marriage 
indebted,  or  engaged  in  trade  ;  nor  had  he  at  that  time  any  intention 
of  that  sort ;  having  been  educated  for  orders  :  but  in  1802  he  entered 
into  trade  as  a  cotton  manufacturer ;  and  on  the  28th  of  January  last  a 
commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  him  ;  Hannah  Higinbotham 
being  still  living. 

The  bill,  praying  a  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  Sarah  is  entitled  to 
the  annuity  of  £150,  was  dismissed  at  the  Rolls  ;  from  which  decree  she 
appealed. 

Sir  Samuel  Romilly  and  Mr.  Bell,  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.    Wyatt,  for  the  defendants. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  [Lord  Eldon.]  The  facts  upon  which  this 
decree  has  been  pronounced  at  the  Rolls,  are,  that  the  husband  of  the 
petitioner  at  the  time  of  their  marriage  was  not  indebted  ;  and  had  no 
formed  purpose  of  entering  into  trade ;  but,  having  been  intended  for 
the  Church,  he  changed  his  purpose  ;  entered  into  trade ;  and  became 
a  bankrupt;  and  the  question  is,  whether  a  provision  of  this  sort  can 
be  sustained  against  creditors  by  charging  his  estate,  as  against  their 
right  under  the  commission,  with  this  annuity,  to  which  she  will  upon 
his  death  have  an  undoubted  title. 

With  a  strong  wish  to  relieve  the  petitioner  from  the  effect  of  this 
decree,  I  have  endeavored  in  vain  to  apply  the  principle  of  those  cases, 
which  have  turned  upon  the  fact,  that  a  man,  not  indebted,  or  a  trader, 
at  the  time,  made  a  settlement,  without  reference  to  debts  to  be  con- 
tracted in  future,  and  to  the  future  event  of  bankruptcy.  This  case 
has  no  resemblance  to  those.  This  settlement  looks  forward  to  a 
change  of  intention,  to  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  trader;  and  looks 
forward  expressly  to  the  possible  consequences  of  that  purpose  ;  and 
so  looking  forward  to  such  a  change  of  purpose,  and  to  such  conse- 
quences, it  is  a  limitation,  by  the  effect  of  which  the  estate  would  go  to 
the  creditors;  that  change  being  adopted  with  the  express  object  of 
taking  the  case  oul  <>f  reach  of  the  bankrupt  laws;  and  as  to  the  con- 
sideration from  the  covenant  of  the  father,  which,  though  it  may 
perhapa  prove  worth  little  or  nothing,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  considera- 
tion with  reference  to  all  the  provisions  of  the  settlement,  though 
undoubtedly  an  annuity  mighl  have  been  provided  by  the  settlement  for 
the  wife  in  all  events,  yet  it  is  nol  competent  to  a  party,  giving  a  con- 
sideration for  a  contract,  thai  is  a  direct  fraud  upon  the  bankrupt  laws, 
to  have  the  benefit  of  it.  I  cannot  assimilate  this  to  the  case  of  the 
wife's  property  limited  until  the  bankruptcy  of  her  husband ;  that  is, 
where  she  reserves  a  power  over  her  own  properly  ;  or  to  the  case  of  a 
■  •  made  determinable  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  lessee:  thai  is  a 
re  ervation  by  the  owner  of  the  property  of  a  power  over  it  ;  or  to  the  case 
Ex  parti  Winchester,  I  Atk.  11 6,  and  others,  where,  as  the  contingency 
happened  previous  to  the  bankruptcy,  the  debl  was  provable;  or  to  the 
•  put  by  Lord  Kenj'on,  and  observed  upon  bj  Lord  Etedesdale,  of  a 
bond,  payable  immediately,  given  by  a  trader  on  his  marriage  to  trtu  I 
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i  provision  tor  his  wife  and  children.    Therefore,  baring 

much  t.>  sustain  this  provision,  1  must  declare  my  opinion, 

the  Master  of  the  Rolls  is  right:  but  this  has  been 

iblj  made  the  subjecl  of  an  appeal,  that  thev  may  take  the 


PHIPPS  v.  ENNISMORE. 

(  11  w.  i  by.     1829. 
I   Russ.  181.] 

Johs  Balders  by  liis  last  will  devised  his  manors,  lands,  and  tene- 

-  iu  certaiu  parishes  in  the  county  of  Norfolk,  subject  to  a  term  of 

.  j,  and  the   payment   of  certain  annuities,  to  his  son  Charles 

-  and  his  assigns  during  his  life,  with  power  to  limit  or 

appoint  them,  or  any  part  of  them,  for  a  jointure  to  a  wife.     The  trusts 

of  the  term  were  to  pay  £100  a  year  to  Charles  Morley  Balders,  till  he 

attained  the  age  of  twenty  one,  and  then  £200  a  year,  till  he  attained 

..  of  thirty;  and  to  raise  a  sum  of  £3000  and   another  sum  of 

for  the  testator's  daughter.     Charles  Morley  Balders  completed 

liis  thirtieth  year  on  the  lGth  of  April,  1801. 

In  1803,  previous  to  and  in  consideration  of  a  marriage  then  intended 

arl(  -  Morley  Haiders  and  Mary  Hare,  a  daughter  of  Lord 

Ennismore,  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  loth  of  January,  was  exe- 

by  Charles  Morley  Balders  of  the  first  part,  Lord  Ennismore  and 

of  the  second  part,  and  trustees  of  the  third  part,  by 

which,  after  reciting  that  Lord  Ennismore  had  paid  £9200  to  the  trus- 

•  was  declared  that  £G200,  part  of  that  sum,  was  to  be  paid  to 

i  his  own  use,  and  the  remaining  £3000  was  to  be  invested 

in  the  public  stocks,  or  on  the  security  of  the  term  of  500  years,  upon 

for  the  husband  and  wife,  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage. 

I    I  oarlee    Morley  Balders  demised   the  premises,  of 

oant  for  life,  to  the  trustees  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine 

in  order  to  Becure  the  payment  of  £300  a  year  as  pin-money  to 

her  separate  use  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and 

and  he  limited  a  jointure  to  her  in  the  event  of  her  surviving  him. 

same  parti-,  on  the  same  day,  executed  another  indenture,  by 

which    after  reciting,  that,  inasmuch  as  doubts  might  be  entertained 

i  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  term  of  500  years  as  a  security  for 

provision  should   be  made,  out  of  the  surplus   rents   and 

.  after  payment  of  the  £300  a  year  to  Mary 

for  the  eventual  deficiency  of  that  security  by  an  extension  of 

•   the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  and  that  it  was  agreed  that 

y  Balders  should  enter  into  engagements  restraining  him- 

.lienating,  charging,  or  encumbering  his  life  estate  or  interest 

1  Sec  faster  v.  Garland,  5  Sim.  205  (1832). 
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in  the  premises),  be,  Charles  Morley  Balders,  for  himself,  his  heirs.  &c., 
did  covenant  with  Richard  Viscount  Bantry,  Richard  Hare,  William  Hen- 
ry Hare,  and  John  Jones  (the  trustees),  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  "  that,  in  case  the  marriage  should  take  effect,  he  should 
not  nor  would  at  any  time  during  his  life  sell,  mortgage,  charge,  or  in 
any  manner  encumber  the  manor  and  premises  in  the  indenture  of  even 
date  therewith  granted  and  demised,  with  any  sum  or  sums  of  money, 
either  annual  or  in  gross,  or  in  any  other  manner  whatsoever ;  and  it 
was  thereby  agreed  and  declared  between  the  parties,  that,  if  he,  Charles 
Morley  Balders,  should  at  any  time  sell,  mortgage,  charge,  or  in  an}-- 
wise  encumber  the  said  manors  and  premises,  or  an}'  of  them,  or  at- 
tempt so  to  do,  or  execute,  or  attempt  to  do  or  execute  any  act,  whereby 
the  same  should  be  vested  in  any  other  person,  then  and  in  such  case 
the  trustees  for  the  time  being  of  the  term  of  ninety-nine  3'ears  should 
receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  hereditaments  and  prem- 
ises comprised  in  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  and  after  satisfying 
the  annual  sum  of  £300,  being  the  pin-money  of  Mary  Hare,  should 
pay  and  apply  the  same  rents,  issues,  and  profits  in  such  manner  as 
they  should  think  proper  for  the  maintenance  and  support  of  Charles 
Morley  Balders,  or  his  wife,  or  children,  or  issue  ;  and  further,  that,  in 
case  the  security  intended  to  be  made  of  the  residue  of  the  term  of 
500  years  should,  in  the  opinion  of  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time 
being,  prove  defective  and  inadequate  for  all  or  any  part  of  such  por- 
tion of  the  sum  of  £3000,  if  any,  as  should  be  lent  thereon,  whereby 
the  loss  of  any  part  thereof  should  be  sustained,  or  should  be  appre- 
hended by  the  trustees  or  trustee,  then  that  the  trustees,  or  the  survivor 
of  them,  &c,  might  receive  all  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said 
premises,  over  and  above  the  £300  a  jear  directed  to  be  paid  to  Mary 
Hare,  and  should  pay  and  apply  such  yearly  sum  as  to  them  the  trustees 
should  seem  proper,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  one  third  part  of  such 
surplus  of  the  clear  yearly  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  prem- 
ises, unto  and  for  the  personal  maintenance  and  support  of  C.  M. 
Balders,  and  his  wife  and  family,  as  the  trustees  should  in  their  or  his 
discretion  think  proper;  and  upon  further  trust  from  time  to  time  to 
layout  and  invest  the  ultimate  residue  or  surplus  of  such  yearly  rents, 
issues,  and  profits  of  the  premises,  other  than  such  parts  thereof  as 
should  be  necessary  for  effecting  and  keeping  on  foot  a  certain  in- 
surance on  the  life  of  Charles  Morley  Balders,  in  the  public  stocks  or 
funds,  or  on  real  or  government  securities,  at  interest  in  the  names  of 
the  trustees  ;  and,  in  lil<e  manner,  from  time  to  time  to  lay  out  and  in- 
vest the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  produce  of  such  money,  stocks, 
fund-,  and  securities  in  their  names,  in  order  to  accumulate  in  the  nature. 
of  compound  interest,  until  the  moneys,  so  to  be  from  time  to  time  in- 
vested, should  amount  to  a  sum  equal  to  that  which  should  have  been 
originally  advanced  upon  the  security  of  the  term  of  .r>()0  years,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  should  not  be  actually  received  by  virtue  of  that  se- 
curity."    The  indenture  contained  also  a  declaration,  that  the  trustees, 
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r  them,  his  executors  and   administrators,  should 

I  of  and  interested  in  such  accumulated  fund,  and  the 

nterest,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  from  the  time  such 

tee,  as  a  security  for  the  sum  of  £8000  and  the 

.  uid  Buhjecl  thereto, in  trust  for  Charles  Morley  Balden, 

idministratore,  and  assigns. 

was  solemnized;  and  several  children  were  the  fruit 

Id  February  and  dune.  1810,  Charles  Morley   Haiders  granted,  for 

i.  ration,  to  the  Albion  Insurance  Company,  two  redeem- 

litiea      the  one,  of  £485,  — the  other,  of  £258,  —  charged  on 

lich  he  was  tenant  for  life  under  his  father's  will;  and, 

the   payment   of   the  annuities,    he  demised  the  lands  to  a 

trustee  for  ninety-nine  years. 

annuities  ha\  iiiir  lallen  into  arrear  to  the  amount  of  more  than 

.  the  Ali'ion  Insurance  Company,  by  their  secretary  and  trustees, 

rd.  in  1^11.  a  hill,  pravinu  that  the  indenture  of  settlement  and  the 

»>f  covenant,  dated  respectively  the  lT>th  of  January,  1803,  might, 

sprcted  the  interest  reserved  to  Balders,  be  declared  fraudu- 

the  suit.  Balders  died. 
B     the  decree,   made   at    the  original  hearing,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
1  the  master  to  inquire  what  sums  of  mone}'  the  trustees  of  Mr. 
menl  had  received  since  the  filing  of  the  bill,  in  respect 
nd   profits  of   the  premises  accrued  due  before  that  gentle- 
man'- death,  and  how  those  sums  of  money  had  been  applied. 

the  master's  report  it  appeared,  that  considerable  sums,  out  of 
an  1  profits  of  the  premises,  hud  been  applied  by  the  trustees 
education  and  maintenance  of  the  children  of  Charles   Morley 
and  in  making  payments  for  his  personal  benefit. 
B    the  decree  made  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  on  further  directions,  it 
lared,  ••  that  the  trustee-,  were  not  entitled  to  be  allowed,  out  of 
veil  by  them,  any  sums  of  money  paid  or  allowed  by 
for  the  personal  benefit  of  Charles  Morley  Balders, 
ie  maintenance  and  education  of  his  children."     And  it  was  or- 
e  master  Bhould  ascertain,  whether  any,  and  which  of 
I       the  schedules  to  his  report  as  paid  or  allowed 
were  to  be  considered  as  paid  or  allowed  for  the  per- 
il  of  Charles  Morley  Haiders,  and   that  the  master  should 
the  sums  alleged  to  have  been  paid  for  the 
ind  education  of  the  children." 

I    the   children  appealed   against  so  much  of  the 
this    declaration,    and    the    directions    founded 

Whether  the  second  deed  of  the  15th  of  January, 
usl  an  encumbrancer,  so  far  as  it  provided  that, 
..Sered  his  life  interest,  it  should  be  lawful  for 
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the  trustees  of  the  term,  created  by  the  first  deed  of  the  same  date,  to 
apply  the  rents  and  profits,  after  paying  Mrs.  Balders's  pin-money,  to 
the  maintenance  and  support  of  Mr.  Balders,  or  his  wife  or  children,  in 
such  manner  as  they  should  think  proper. 

Mr.  Sugden  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Heald,  Mr.  Bickersteth,  and  Mr.  Daniel,  contra. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  [Lord  Lyndhurst.]  The  question  in  this 
cause  is,  Whether,  in  a  transaction  of  such  a  kind  as  appears  in  these 
pleadings,  Balders  could  charge  this  property  with  the  payment  of  the 
annuities  granted  to  the  Albion  Insurance  Company  ;  or,  is  the  pro- 
vision in  the  second  deed  to  have  effect,  so  as  to  defeat  the  securities 
given  for  the  payment  of  the  annuities. 

The  case  was  argued  as  to  two  points.  It  was  said,  first,  that  the 
provision,  enabling  the  trustees  to  apply  the  rents  and  profits  to  the 
maintenance  of  Balders  himself,  was  sustainable  ;  and,  secondly,  that, 
assuming  that  the  provision,  enabling  the  trustees  to  apply  the  rents 
and  profits  for  the  maintenance  of  Balders  himself,  could  not  be  sus- 
tained as  against  the  encumbrancer,  yet  the  court  would  sustain  it  so 
far  as  regards  the  application  of  those  rents  and  profits  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  wife  and  children  of  Mr.  Balders.  The  first  point  was 
not  much  pressed,  and  seems  to  me  free  from  all  reasonable  doubt. 
The  transaction,  in  that  respect,  cannot  be  sustained.  Balders  has  a 
life-interest  in  certain  property  ;  having  that  life-interest,  can  it  be 
contended,  that  he  can  enter  into  a  covenant  — a  private  deed  — 
with  his  own  trustees,  that  he  shall  not  encumber  his  interest  in  the 
property,  and  that,  if  he  does  encumber  it  — if,  for  instance,  he  sells  it 
for  valuable  consideration,  —  the  effect  is  to  be,  that  the  purchaser 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  possess  what  he  has  bought,  but  that  Balders 
himself,  subject  to  the  discretion  of  his  trustees,  and  under  their  direc- 
tion, shall  continue  to  enjoy  the  rents  and  profits,  as  if  the  alienation 
had  not  taken  place?  In  point  of  law,  such  a  transaction  cannot  be 
sustained. 

The  only  question,  which  admits  of  doubt,  is,  Whether  the  provision 
can  be  sustained  againsl  the  encumbrancer,  so  far  as  regards  the  appli- 
cation of  the  nuts  and  profits  to  the  maintenance  of  the  wife  and  chil- 
dren? It  was  admitted  on  all  hands,  that  the  parties  to  the  deed  did 
not  contemplate  a  fraud;  but  the  transaction  is,  in  its  very  nature, 
fraudulent.  Though  the  parties  had  no  fraud  in  view,  the  deeds  them- 
selves arc  fraudulent.  If  the  tenant  for  life  procured  any  person  to 
•nice  money  to  "Elm  on  the  security  of  the  property,  in  that  event, 
and  in  that  event  only,  was  the  instrument  In  question  to  have  opera- 
tion. In  point  of  law,  the  deed  cannol  be  sustained.  1  concur,  there- 
fore, with  the  judgment  of  the  Vice-Chancellor. 

The  question  was  before  Lord  Eldon  on  a  motion;  and.  though  lie 
did  not  express  a  decisive  opinion,  I  collect,  that  he  concurred  in  the 

view  which   I  have  taken  of  the  case. 

A}<)»<tl  </is>;iissed. 
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BCM  HFORD  r.  HACKMAN. 
Chancery.     1852. 

[Reported  9  Hare,  17;"'.] 

.  Bled  by  William  James  Rochford  and  Martha  Ann  his  wife, 
against  Hackman  and  another,  the  personal  representatives  of  William 
Rochford,  the  testator  in  the  cause,—  English  the  assignee  under  the 
Richard  Rochford  the  elder,  the  son  of  the  testator,  and 
Richard  Rochford  the  younger,  the  son  of  Richard  Rochford  the  elder, 
for  the  purpose  of  having  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  so  far 
i  the  Bum  of  £1900  Consols,  executed  under  the  direction 
of  the  court,  and  to  have  one  moiety  of  that  sum  transferred  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  the  other  moiety  secured  in  court  for  the  benefit  of  the 
parties  interested  therein.  The  plaintiff  Martha  Ann  Rochford  was 
one  of  the  children  of  Richard  Rochford  the  elder,  the  insolvent,  and 
had  attained  twenty-one.  The  defendant  Richard  Rochford  the  younger 
w:t-  his  only  other  child,  and  was  still  an  infant. 

William  Uochford  the  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  the  15th  of  August, 
1822,  gave  and  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  Samuel 
Groves  :m<l  Thomas  Haekman,  upon  trust,  to  permit  and  suffer  or  au- 
thorize and  empower  his  wife  to  receive  the  income  for  her  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  us  to  one  fourth  part  of  the  residue,  upon  trust,  to 
pay  to,  or  permit  and  suffer,  or  authorize  and  empower,  his  son  Richard 
Rochford  (the  insolvent)  to  receive  the  income  for  his  life,  and  after  his 
decease  to  transfer  and  pay  the  same  to  the  child,  if  only  one,  and  if 
than  one,   unto,  between,   or  amongst  the  children  of  his  son 
Richard,  share  and  share  alike,  to  be  vested  interests  in  such  child  or 
children,   as    and  when    he,   she,   or  they   respectively   should   attain 
e,  with  survivorship  as  to  the  shares  of  children  dying  under 
.  and  with  a  direction  that  the  income  of  the  shares  of  the 
children,  or  bo  niiieh  thereof  as  the  trustees  should  think  fit,  should  be 
1   for  their  maintenance  during  their  minorities;  and  as  to  the 
other  three  fourths  of  the  residue,  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  the  tes- 
declared  similar  trusts.  —  as  to  one  fourth,  in  favor  of  his  son 
•  '  hi n  ;    as  to  another   fourth,  in   favor  of  his  son 

William  and  bis  children  ;  and  as  to  the  remaining  fourth,  in  favor  of 
m  John   and   his  children.     And   he  then   provided,  that,  in  case 
of  In-  said  tour  sons  should  die  without  leaving  any  child 
d  him  or  them  Burviving,  or,  being  such,  in  case  all  of  them 
d   to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  that  the  part  or 
intended    for   such  of  his  said  son  or  sons  so 
lid,  and  his  or  their  respective  issue  as  aforesaid,  should 
many  Bhares  as  Bhould  be  equal  to  the  number  of  his 
son  01  rho  Bhould   be  then  living,  or,  being  then  dead,  should 
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have  left  a  child  or  children  living  at  his  or  their  death  or  respective 
deaths ;  and  thereupon,  such  shares  should  be  and  remain  upon  such 
trusts  for  his  said  surviving  other  sons  and  their  children  respectively 
as  were  thereinbefore  declared  with  respect  to  the  original  shares.  And 
the  will  contained  the  following  clause:  "And  my  further  will  is,  and 
I  do  hereby  expressly  declare  and  direct,  that  in  case  my  said  wife,  or 
any  of  my  said  four  sons,  shall  in  any  manner  sell,  assign,  transfer, 
encumber,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  or  anticipate  all  or  any  part  of  her, 
his,  or  their  share  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  dividends,  interest, 
and  annual  proceeds  aforesaid,  then  and  in  such  case,  and  from  and 
immediately  after  such  alienation,  sale,  assignment,  transfer,  or  dispo- 
sition shall  be  made,  the  said  several  bequests  so  hereinbefore  made  to 
or  in  trust  for  him  and  them  as  aforesaid  shall  cease,  determine,  and  be- 
come utterly  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  if  the  same  had  not 
been  mentioned  in  or  made  part  of  this  my  will,  and  as  if  my  said  wife 
or  either  of  my  said  sons  were  dead." 

The  testator  died  in  September,  1831  ;  and  his  wife  in  October  follow- 
ing. Two  of  the  sons,  William  and  John,  subsequently  died  without 
leaving. any  issue. 

The  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  was  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
£3800  Consols,  and  the  moiety  of  that  sum  (which  was  the  subject  of 
the  claim),  in  the  events  that  had  happened,  stood  limited  by  the  will 
to  Richard  Rochford,  the  insolvent,  and  his  children.  Richard  Roch- 
ford,  the  insolvent,  received  the  dividends  of  this  moiety  up  to  the 
10th  of  October,  1850  ;  but,  on  the  14th  of  December,  1849,  being 
then  a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  for  debt  in  the  debtors  prison  for 
London  and  Middlesex,  he  presented  his  petition  to  the  Court  for  Re- 
lief of  Insolvent  Debtors  for  his  discharge  from  such  custody,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  1st  &  2d  Vict.  c.  110.  By  an  order  of 
that  court,  dated  the  1  7th  day  of  December.  1X1!),  his  estate  and  ellccts 
were  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee,  and  by  a  subsequent  order  of 
the  same  court  the  defendant  English  was  appointed  to  be  the  assignee 
under  the  insolvency.  It  was  admitted  at  the  bar,  that  in  the  schedule 
filed  by  Richard  Rochford  in  the  Insolvent  Court,  especial  reference 
Was  made  to  his  life  interest  in  a  moiety  of  the  residue  under  the  tes- 
tator's will,  and  to  the  provisions  of  the  will  with  reference  to  the 
assignment  of  that  interest. 

The  Solicitor- General  and  Mr.  Sbebbeare,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  JJe  <i<j\  for  the  defendant  Richard  Rochford  the  younger. 

Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  assignee  of  Richard  Rochford  the  elder. 

Mr.  Baily,  for  the  trustees. 

Thk  Vice-Chancellor.  [Sib  George  Jakes  Turner.]  In  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  it  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  the 
defendant  Richard  Rochford  the  younger,  thai  the  insolvent's  life 
interest  in  the  £1900  Bank  Three  per  Cent.  Annuities  has  ceased,  and 
that  they  have  become  presently  entitled  to  that  fund  in  equal  shares: 
as  to  the  share  of  the  plaintiffs  absolutely,  and  as  to  the  share  of  the 
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.;,]  Rocbford  the  younger,  contingently  on  Iris  attaining 

.  but  the  defendant  English,  <>n  the  other  band,  insists  that 

the  income  of  the  £1900  Consols  during  the  remainder 

i;    .  ard  Rochford  the  insolvent. 

In  determining  this  question, the  firsl  point  for  consideration  appears 

to  me  whether  there  are  any  fixed  rules  by  which  the  court  can 

:u  its  determination;  and  upon  examining  the  rases  upon 

,  1  think  it  will  in-  found  thai  there  air  two  such  rules:  First, 

that  property   cannot  lie  given  for  life   any  more   than   absolutely,  with- 
out the  power  of  alienation  being  incident  to  the  gift;  and  that  any 
attempt  to  restrict  the  power  of  alienation,  whether  applied  to  an 
absolute  interest  or  to  a  life  estate,  is  void,  as  being  inconsistent  with 

the  ii.'  n:    and  secondly,  that    although   a   life   interest   may  he 

■•>  be  given,  it  may  he  well  determined  by  an  apt  limitation 

property  cannot  he  given  for  life  any  more  than  absolutely,  with- 
out the  power  (.f  alienation  being  incident  to  the  gift,  appears  to  me  to 
he  well  settled  by  the  cases  of  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Ves.  429  ;  and 
\.  Dolphin,  1  Sim.  GG.  In  both  those  cases  there  were  gifts 
for  life,  with  provisions  which  were  directed  against  alienation,  but  in 
neither  of  them  was  there  any  proviso  for  determining  the  life  interest, 
or  any  gift  over  in  the  event  of  alienation  ;  and  the  court  in  each  of 
3  held  that  the  life  interest  continued  ;  and  these  cases  are 
not.  bo  far  a-  1  am  aware,  contravened  by  any  other  authorit3r. 

That,  in  cases  where  a  life  interest  is  expressed  to  be  given,  it  may 
.  determined  by  an  apt  limitation  over,  is,  I  think,  equally  well 
settled   by  many  authorities:    Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson,  3  Swanst.  515; 
•  v.    Ily.///,.")  Madd.  482;    Yarnold  v.  Moorhouse,  1  Russ.  & 
Kearsley  v.  Woodcock,  3  Hare,  185;  Martin  v.  Margham, 
1  I  sim.  •_':;"  ;    Brandon  v.  Aston,  2  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  24  ;  and  Churchill  v. 
l  (  611.  ill. 
It  waa  insisted,  however,  at  the  bar,  that  a  further  rule  was  to  be 
deduced  from  the  cases,  namely,  that  a  limitation  over  was  in  all  cases 
tial   to  the  determination  of  the  life  interest;    and  the  case  of 
/        '     1    Sim.   X.  S.  37,  was  relied  on  for  that  purpose. 
For  tie    reasons  which  I  shall  presently  give,  I  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary now  t<.  decide  that  point;  but  it  may  be  well  to  observe  upon  it, 
■t  understand  the  case  of  Dickson's  Trust  to  have  decided 
the  lit''   interest  would  not  be  well  determined  by  a  proviso  for 
.  though  not  accompanied  by  a  limitation  over;  and  that  I  do 
nk  that  any  such  rule  is  to  be  collected  from  the  cases.     The 
I  take  to  'he  this :  The  court  is  to  collect  the  intention  of  the 
tether  hi-  intention  was  that  the  life  interest  should  not  con- 
nect that  intention  from  the  whole  will,  looking  to 
^position,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  to  what  extent  the 
•i   and  to  the  ulterior  disposition,  for  the  purpose  of  see- 
to    what   extent  and   in   what   events    the    primary   disposition   is 
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defeated.  If,  on  the  one  hand,  the  court,  upon  this  examination,  finds 
that  there  is  a  limitation  over,  and  that  it  meets  the  event  which  lias 
occurred,  it  is  plain  that  the  testator  did  not  intend  the  life  interest 
to  continue  in  that  event,  and  it  ceases  accordingly,  as  in  the  cases 
to  which  I  have  referred  ;  but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  court,  upon 
the  examination,  finds  that  the  limitation  over  does  not  meet  the  event 
which  has  occurred,  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  testator's  intention  that 
the  life  interest  should  not  continue  in  that  event,  and  it  therefore  con- 
tinues, as  in  Lear  v.  Leyyett,  1  Russ.  &  My.  690,  and  Pym  v.  Loc/cyer, 
12  Sim.  394.  This  view  of  the  cases  appears  to  me  to  remove  all 
difficulty  upon  them,  and  it  falls  in  with  the  case  of  Dommett  v.  Bed- 
ford, G  T.  R.  681,  in  which  the  life  interest  was  held  to  cease  upon  the 
proviso  for  cesser  without  any  gift  over.  I  think,  indeed,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  hold  that  an}-  greater  effect  can  be  due  to  the  limitation  over 
than  to  the  express  declaration  of  the  testator  that  the  life  interest 
should  cease. 

Some  observations  which  fell  from  Lord  Eldon  upon  this  question  in 
the  leading  case  of  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Yes.  429,  appear  to  me 
to  have  been  to  some  extent  misapprehended,  and  I  will  venture  there- 
fore to  make  some  few  observations  upon  that  case.  Lord  Eldon,  in 
that  judgment,  first  observes,  that  a  disposition  to  a  man  until  he  shall 
become  bankrupt,  and  after  his  bankruptcy  over,  is  quite  different  from 
an  attempt  to  give  to  him  for  his  life,  with  a  proviso  that  he  shall  not 
sell  or  alien  (Id.  432,  433)  ;  and  the  distinction  between  the  two  cases 
is  obvious.  In  the  former  case  the  disposition  could  not  possibly  en- 
dure beyond  the  bankruptcy.  In  the  latter,  it  would,  if  the  law  did 
not  allow  the  proviso,  or  if  the  proviso  was  not  couched  in  terms  calcu- 
lated,  in  the  events  which  happened,  to  defeat  the  life  interest;  hut  I 
do  not  understand  Lord  Eldon  to  say,  that  the  law  does  not  allow  the 
proviso.  On  the  contrary,  he  expressly  says,  that  if  the  proviso  be  so 
expressed  as  to  amount  to  a  limitation  reducing  the  interest  short  of  a 
lit'.-  estate,  neither  the  man  nor  his  assigns  can  have  it  beyond  the 
period  limited  ;  and  we  have  here,  therefore,  his  distinct  opinion  that 
upon  a  proviso  SO  expressed  the  life  interest  would  cease.  He  then 
passes  to  the  case  <>f  Foley  \.  JBurneU,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  274,  and  to  the 
old  form  of  trusts  for  the  separate  use  of  married  women,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  the  power  of  disposition  accompanied  the  interest 

Unless  an  available  restriction  was  imposed  ;  and  he  then  proceeds  to 
til'-  particular  case  which  he  had  under  his  consideration,  ami.  having 
first  Bhown  that  the  life  interest  was  the  property  of  the  bankrupt, 
goes  on  to  inquire  whether  there  was  enough  in  the  will  to  show  thai  it 
could  not  In-  assigned  under  the  Commission  of  Bankruptcy  ;  <>n  which 
he  observes,  that,  ••  to  prevent  that,  it  must  be  given  to  some  one  else," 
meaning,  as   I   understand  the  judgment,  not  thai  in  nil  cases  there 

must  lie  a  gift  over  to  prevent  the  : t  — . i _r r i .  t  ~-  from  taking;  but  that, 
under  the  provisos  of  that  particular  "ill  the  assignees  must  take  in 
the  absence  of  such  a  gift  over;  as  was  clearly  the  case,  according  to 
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the  tenor  of  the  previous  pari  of  his  judgment,  there  being  no  proviso 

oining  the  life  interest  j  and  that  this  was  Lord  Eldon's  meaning 

.  apparent,  both  from  whal  precedes  and  what,  follows  upon 

.•  in  question;  for  in  what  precedes  he  refers  to  the  pro- 

the  whole  will,  and  in  what  follows  he  adverts  to  the  ques- 

irhether  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  will  could  be  construed 

a  limitation  giving  the  interesl   to  the  residuary  legatee.    Lord 

i's  judgment  in  Brandon  v.  Robinson  docs  not,  therefore,  appear 

logo  to  the  extent  of  deciding  that  in  all  cases  there  must  be  a 

gift  over  in  order  to  determine  the  life  interest. 

In  the  pro.  in  case,  however,  I  do  not,  as  I  have  already  observed, 
think  it  necessary  to  determine  that  question.  1  am  of  opinion  that 
the  testator  in  this  case  has  not  merely  provided  for  the  cesser  of  the 
life  interest.  l»nt  has  made  a  valid  gift  over;  and  I  think  so  for  this 
nason  :  According  to  the  genera]  rule,  some  effect  must,  if  possible, 
Ih?  given  to  all  the  words  i>i'  a  will  j  and  1  see  no  effect  which  can  be 
given  t<>  the  words  which  follow^  on  the  cesser  of  the  life  interest,  unless 
they  be  construed  to  operate  the  limitation  over,  for  the  cesser  or  de- 
termination of  the  life  estate  was  effected  by  the  previous  provisions. 

Some  observation  was  made  in  the  course  of  the  argument  upon  the 
terms  in  which  this  limitation  over  is  expressed,  "  as  if  the  same  had 
not  been  mentioned  in  or  made  part  of  this  my  will,  or  as  if  my  said 
wile,    or  either  of  my   said   sons    wore  dead  ;"  but  on  looking  at  the 
us  provisions  of  the  will.  I  think  there  is  no  difficulty  in  under- 
standing what  the  testator  here  intended.     In  the  event  of  an}'  of  the 
son-  dying  without  leaving  children,  he  had  given  over  their  fourths  to 
sons  aii<l  their  children;  and  what  1  take  him  to  have  meant 
by  this  clause  is.  that  the  words  "  as  if  the  same  had  not  been  mentioned 
in  the  will  "  should  apply  to  the  event  of  there  being  no  children,  and  the 
a  if  they  were  dead  "  to  the  event  of  there  being  children.     I 
so  of  opinion  that  the  event  has  occurred  on  which  this  limitation 
over  was  to  take  effect.     I  think  the  ease  in  that  respect  is  completely 
ned  by  Shd  v.  Hale,  13  Yes.  404  ;  Martin  v.  Margham^  14  Sim. 
B      idon  \.  .  I  ton,  2  V.  &  C.  C  C.  24  ;  and  Churchill  v.  Marks, 
1  Coll.  HI  :  and  i-  not  affected  by  Learv.  Z,egf/ett,  1  Russ.  &  My.  GOO, 
and   Pym   \.  Lockyer,  12   Sim.  394;  the  alienation   in  the  two  latter 
•iiipiii-ory.  and  in  the  former  voluntary. 
1  text   writer  has,  1  observe,  expressed  some  doubt  upon 
-  of  tin-  distinction   between  compulsory  and  voluntary 
as;       '1  see  no  reason  for  the  doubt.     It  cannot,  I  think,  be 
it  a  man  ha-  alienated  when  the  alienation  is  made  by  the  act  of 
d  not  by  hi-  own  act  :   and  if  he  has  not  alienated,  there  is  no 
condition,  and  the  life  estate  is  not  determined.     The 
ion,  therefore,  at  which  I  have  arrived  in  this  case  is,  that  the 
st  of  the  insolvent  is   determined  ;  and   the  remaining  ques- 
ipital  ought  now  to  be  divided,  and  how 
it  from  the  date  of  the  insolvency  is  to  be  dealt  with. 


SECT.  I.]  SYNGE   V.   SYNGE.  107 

I  think  that  the  capital  cannot  now  be  divided ;  for  I  think  that  the 
determination  of  the  life  interest  does  not  alter  the  class  who  are  to 
take  the  capital,  and  that  am*  after-born  child  of  the  insolvent  attain- 
ing twenty-one  will  be  entitled  to  :share  in  it  The  object  of  the  pro- 
viso is  to  determine  the  life  interest  as  to  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
the  insolvent ;  and  to  hold  it  to  be  determined  so  as  to  alter  the  rights 
of  his  children  would  be  to  carry  it  beyond  its  object.  The  result,  I 
think,  is,  that  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Rochford  has  a  vested  interest  in  a 
moiety  of  the  £1900  Consols,  and  the  defendant  Richard  Rochfurd  has 
a  contingent  interest  in  the  other  moiety  ;  but  that  both  these  interests 
would  open,  so  as  to  let  in  any  after-born  children  of  the  insolvent : 
and  this  being  the  result,  I  think  that  Mrs.  Rochford  is  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  interest  of  her  moiet}-.  The  case,  in  this  respect,  seems  to 
me  to  stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  case  of  a  vested  interest 
liable  to  be  divested,  and  in  that  case  the  party  entitled  to  the  vested 
interest  is,  as  I  apprehend,  entitled  to  the  income.  The  income  of  the 
other  moiety  must,  I  think,  be  accumulated.1 


SYNGE  v.   SYNGE. 

Irish  Chancery.     1855. 

[Reported  4  Ir.  Ch.  337.] 

Lady  Hutchinson,  by  her  last  will,  bearing  date  the  5th  day  of 
April  1827,  bequeathed  £2564  lis.  bd.  bank  stock,  and  £5809  16s.  id. 
Government  £3]  per  cent,  stock,  of  which  she  was  then  possessed, 
to  trustees,  on  trust  to  permit  Edward  Synge,  one  of  the  respondents, 
to  receive  the  annual  produce  thereof  during  his  life,  ami  after  his 
death  on  trust  for  certain  other  persons.  After  her  death  he  received 
the  dividends  <>n  both  stocks.  On  the  1st  of  August  18:59,  he  mort- 
gaged certain  property  to  the  petitioner  Francis  Synge,  for  £10,800, 
which  sum  he  covenanted  by  the  mortgage  deed  to  pay  on  the  1st  of 
Angus!  1840;  and  on  this  covenant  Francis  Synge,  in  or  as  of  Easter 
Term  1850,  obtained  a  judgment  against  him.  En  the  month  of  May 
ih.'il',  by  an  Indenture  made  between  the  said  Edward  Synge  of  the 
first  part)  the  respondent  William  I).  Latouche  of  the  second  part. 
and  several  judgment  creditors  prior  to  the  petitioner,  of  the  third 
part  ;  and  reciting  the  obtaining  of  the  judgments  against  Edward 
Synge,  and  bis  inability  to  satisfy  his  creditors,  and  thai  they  had 

(•Sued  executions  against  liis  person,  which  they  undertook  to  with- 
draw on  the  execution  of  the  deed;  Edward  Synge  assigned,  among 
other  things,  his  life  interest  in  the  Government  and  hank  stock  before- 
mentioned,  to  the  said  William  I).  Latouche,  on  trust  as  to  most  of  the 
i  Bee  Eur  >  v.  Bunt,  21  Ch.  Div.  278  (1882). 
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property,  for  the  benefit  of  Edward  Synge's  creditors;  but  as  to  a  por- 
tion of  it  (comprising  among  other  things  a  sum  of  £1846  bank  stock, 
representing  part  of  Lady  Hutchinson's  bequest),  on  trust  to  allow  the 
respondent  Edward  Synge  himself  to  receive  the  annual  income  of  it 
until  he  should  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  should  attempt  to 
gn  bia  interest  therein,  or  until  any  creditor  of  his  should  do  any 
act  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  dividends  or  interest  applied  in  satis- 
faction of  his  particular  debt;  but  on  the  happening  of  any  of  these 
events,  then  on  trust  to  apply  the  annual  income  of  the  property  in  a 
certain  specified  manner  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  In  Michael- 
mas Term  1852,  the  petitioner  Francis  Synge,  having  previously 
revived  his  judgment,  applied,  under  3  &  4  Vic.  c.  105,  ss.  23,  24, 
for  a  charging  order  on  the  interest  of  the  respondent  Edward  Synge, 
in  the  Government  and  bank  stock,  under  the  will  of  Lady  Hutchinson. 
The  respondent  William  D.  Latouche,  as  trustee  for  the  creditors, 
resisted  that  application,  relying  on  the  provisions  of  the  deed;  but 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  nevertheless,  made  a  charging  order,  leaving 
the  parties  to  ascertain,  as  they  might  be  advised,  what  Edward 
Svnge's  interest  was.  The  petitioner,  therefore,  on  the  15th  day  of 
November  1853,  filed  the  present  cause  petition,  charging  that  the 
respondent  Edward  Synge  had  no  other  property  to  meet  the  demands 
upon  him  ;  and  praying  for  a  declaration  that  the  limitation  over  from 
Edward  Synge,  contained  in  the  trust  deed,  was  void  as  against  the 
petitioner,  and  that  the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  have  the  annual  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sum  of  £1846  (intended  to  be  subject  to  that  limitation) 
applied  during  the  life  of  Edward  Synge  in  discharge  of  the  petitioner's 
demand,  and  for  an  account, 

Mr.  F.  A.  Fitzgerald  (with  whom  was  Mr.  II.  Leslie),  for  the 
petitioner. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  [Brady]  stopped  the  argument  for  the 
petitioner,  and  called  on 

Mr.  Otway  and  Mr.  Edward  D.  Latouche,  for  the  trustee  for  the 
schedule  creditors. 

(Edward  Synge  did  not  appear  by  counsel.) 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  I  think  this  a  very  plain  case.  Mr. 
Latouche  has  argued  as  if  the  rule  forbidding  provisos  of  this  kind 
was  confined  to  limitations  over  in  case  of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency ; 
but  I  do  not  agree  with  him  in  that ;  I  think  this  clause  is  as  clearly 
void  as  if  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  were  the  case  attempted  to  be 
provided  against. 

Here,  there  was  a  fund  in  which  the  respondent  had  an  interest, 
which  was  liable  to  a  kind  of  execution  at  the  suit  of  his  judgment 
creditor,  and  which  he  transfers  to  trustees  upon  trust  for  himself,  until 
some  creditors  should  proceed  to  attach  it ;  and  upon  that  event,  in 
trust  to  transfer  it  to  certain  creditors  who  executed  a  particular  deed. 
It  has  been  urged,  and  no  doubt  the  fact  is,  that  the  provision  was  in 
favor  of  existing  fair  creditors  ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  is  sufficient  to 
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sustain  the  limitation.  In  a  court  of  law,  if  one  creditor  were  to  issue 
a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  and  to  lodge  it  with  the  sheriff",  but  at  the  same 
time  to  direct  him  not  to  sell  until  another  writ  came  in,  and  so  to  try 
to  keep  the  execution  suspended  over  the  effects  of  the  debtor  fur  his 
protection,  it  is  well  settled  that  a  subsequent  creditor  might  take  out 
a  writ,  and  compel  the  sheriff  to  sell  and  realize  the  amount  of  his  debt 
for  him,  in  priority  to  the  party  who  delayed  his  sale,  though  the  exe- 
cution of  the  latter  was  the  first  lodged.  What  then  would  a  court  of 
law  say  of  a  case  like  this  ?  What  would  a  court  of  law  say  of  a  bill 
of  sale  on  an  execution,  in  which  it  was  declared  that  the  debtor  should 
be  left  in  possession  of  the  chattels  until  some  creditor  should  issue 
another  writ?  Would  such  a  transaction  as  that  be  supported  against 
a  subsequent  execution  ?  No  such  case  has  ever  been  heard  of,  as  far 
as  I  remember,  in  a  court  of  law,  and  certainly  hone  such  has  been 
now  cited.  We  have,  on  the  contrary,  the  actual  decisions  to  which  I 
have  referred,  and  which  appear  to  my  mind  to  be  the  most  analogous 
to  the  present  case,  viz.,  those  upon  the  priorities  of  execution  cred- 
itors, in  which  it  has  long  been  decided,  that  a  creditor  who  wilfully 
delays  his  levy  is  displaced  by  another  who  insists  on  his  writ  being 
executed.  If  the  limitation  in  this  case  were  supported,  creditors  see- 
ing a  man  in  apparently  affluent  circumstances  might  give  indulgence, 
and  delay  pressure  on  him,  on  the  supposition  that  they  could  realize 
their  debts  out  of  his  property  ;  and  then  when  they  came  to  make  that 
property  available,  they  might  find  that  it  had  previously  passed  under 
a  secret  deed  to  third  parties  who  had  merely  forborne  for  a  time,  by  a 
like  secret  contract  with  the  debtor,  to  act  upon  their  rights. 

It  was  much  pressed  by  Mr.  Latouche,  that  this  in  truth  was  a  bounty 
flowing  from  the  creditors  who  executed  the  deed,  and  that  they  had  a 
right  (on  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited  by  him)  to  give  up  their  prop- 
erty until  the  events  mentioned  here  should  take  effect,  and  then  to 
take  it  back  again.  The  argument  does  credit  to  the  ingenuity  of 
counsel;  hut  there  is  considerable  difference  between  being  the  actual 
owner  of  property,  and  having  a  right  to  seize  or  attach  it  by  execu- 
tion ;  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  deed  is  plainly  calculated  to  enable 
the  respondent  to  commit  a  fraud  on  his  creditors,  and  to  injure  parties 
who  might  trust  him  on  the  faith  of  his  apparent  possession  of  property. 
The  expressions  of  bold  Lyndhurst,  in  Phipps  v.  Ennismore,  l  buss. 

131,  are  perfectly  applicable   to   this   case.      lie   says:    "  It  is  admitted 

on  all  bands  that  the  parties  to  the  deed  did  not  contemplate  a  fraud  ; 
hut  tin-  transaction  is  in  its  very  nature  fraudulent.    Though  the  parties 

had  no  fraud  in  view,  the  dee. is  themselves  are  fraudulent"  1  think 
that  this  case  la,  If  it  be  possible,  almost  a  clearer  case  than  it  would 
hr  it  the  respondent  bad  become  Insolvent  or  bankrupt,  and  that  these 
provisions  cannot  lie  sustained.  I  musl  therefore  make  an  order  accord- 
ing to  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  and  the  petitioner's  costs  are  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  along  with  his  demand. 
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BROOKE  v.   PEARSON. 
Chancery.     1859. 

[Imported  27  Bmv.  181.] 

In  1854,  William  Pearson  married  Elizabeth  Josselyn.  He  was 
seised  of  a  real  estate  of  the  value  of  about  £17,400,  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage of  £5,000,  and  the  portion  of  his  intended  wife  consisted  of 
I'l.nOO.  A  settlement  was  executed  prior  to  the  marriage,  and  dated 
the  18th  of  May,  1854,  which  recited,  that  "  upon  the  treaty  for  the 
intended  marriage  it  was  agreed,  that  the  fortune  or  portion  of  Eliza- 
beth Josselyn,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £1,000,  should  be  paid  or 
made  over  to  William  Pearson,  and  that  William  Pearson  should  be 
entitled  to  receive,  for  his  own  use,  whatever  personal  estate  should 
happen,  legally  or  equitably,  to  be  given  or  come  to  or  devolve  on 
Elizabeth  Josselyn  during  her  intended  coverture  ;  and  that  in  consid- 
eration of  the  premises  he  should  "  settle  his  real  estate  upon  the  trusts 
thereinafter  declared.  It  then  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of  mar- 
riage, and  of  the  £1.000  paid  to  William  Pearson,  he  conveyed  his  real 
estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  during  the  joint  lives  of  William  Pearson 
and  Elizabeth  Josselyn,  to  pay  all  the  rent  thereof  to  William  Pearson, 
"  until  he  should  sell,  mortgage,  assign,  charge,  or  in  any  way  encum- 
ber, all  or  any  part  of  the  same  rents,  issues  and  income  before  the 
same  should  have  become  due  and  pa3'able,  or  (whichever  event  should 
first  happen)  until  there  should  be  an  assignment,  in  fact  or  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  rents,  issues  and  income,  by  reason 
of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  William  Pearson,  or  otherwise  how- 
soever. And  from  and  immediately  after  William  Pearson  should  sell, 
mortgage,  assign,  charge  or  in  an}'  manner  encumber  all  or  any  part  of 
the  said  rents,  issues  and  income  before  the  same  should  have  become 
due  and  payable,  or  there  should  be  an  assignment,  in  fact  or  by  oper- 
ation of  law,  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  rents,  issues  and  income  by 
reason  of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  William  Pearson,  or  other- 
wise howsoever,  then  upon  trust,  that,  during  the  joint  lives  of  William 
Pearson  and  Elizabeth  Josselyn,  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  should,  from  time  to  time,  retain"  £300  out  of  the  rents, 
and  pay  that  sum  yearly  to  Elizabeth  Josselyn,  for  her  separate  use 
without  power  of  anticipation,  and  pay  the  residue  of  the  rents  to  Wm . 
]'•  \:-"ii  Then  followed  trusts  for  the  benefil  of  the  wife  and  children 
of  the  marriage,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  in  detail. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  there  were  issue  three  children. 

By  indenture  dated  the  28th  of  July,  1855,  Wm.  Pearson  conveyed 
the^  property  to  Bennet  and  another,  by  way  of  mortgage  to  secure 
£2,000. 
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On  the  8th  of  April,  1858,  Wm,  Pearson  conveyed  also  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  in  July 
following  he  was  adjudged  bankrupt. 

The  trustees  of  the  settlement  sold  the  estate  for  £17,400,  but  being 
unable  to  complete,  in  consequence  of  the  disputes,  they  filed  this  bill 
against  Pearson  and  his  wife,  children,  assignees  and  mortgagees,  to 
have  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  several  parties  determined. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  W/iitbread,  for  the  plaintiffs  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Sehcyn  and  Mr.  Woodroffe,  for  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Follett  and  Mr.  Turner,  for  the  mortgagees. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Regnier  Moore,  for  the  wife  and  children. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Roaiilly.]  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  is  a  good  rent-charge  of  £300. 

I  at  one  time  thought  that  this  clause  in  the  settlement  was  void  ab 
initio,  and  if  so,  the  validity  of  the  rent-charge  could  not  depend  on 
the  circumstance  whether  the  bankruptcy  occurred  before  or  after  the 
rent-charge  came  into  existence.  But,  on  consideration,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  is  not  so,  and  that  the  limitation  of  the  rent-charge  to 
the  wife  was  not  void  in  the  first  instance  ;  but  that  the  question  is, 
whether  the  rent-charge  was  in  existence  at  the  time  when  bankruptcy 
took  place?  Supposing  the  case  had  been  this  :  —  that  upon  the  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency,  or  upon  any  assignment  by  operation  of  law,  the 
annuity  of  £300  a  year  was  to  be  raised  out  of  the  husband's  estate,  for 
the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  without  power  of  anticipation.  There  can 
be  no  question  that  there  was  good  consideration  for  the  settlement ; 
but  what  occurs  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  the  husband  is  this :  all  his 
property  passes  to  his  assignees,  and  there  remains  nothing  out  of 
which  the  rent-charge  can  be  raised.  The  court  has,  however,  held, 
even  in  these  cases,  that  all  money  which  comes  from  the  wife  must  be 
replaced  and  restored  to  her. 

Here,  the  rent-charge  was  to  arise  on  the  husband  mortgaging  the 
property,  or  upon  an  assignment  by  deed,  or  b}'  operation  of  law,  by 
reason  of  the  bankruptc}'  of  Mr.  Pearson.  That  being  the  clause  in 
settlement,  when  he  mortgaged  the  property  the  rent-charge  arose,  and 
was,  therefore,  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  go  into  the  question,  whether  the  rent-charge  has  priority 
over  the  mortgage,  because  that  matter  is  arranged  between  the  parties ! 
but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  renTcharge  was  in  existence  at  the  time 
of  the  bankruptcy,  and  therefore  that  it  did  not  pass  to  his  assignees 
Bfl  part  of  his  property. 

I  .•mi  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  this  is  a  good  and  rabsfsting  rent- 
charge,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  husband  lias  become  bank- 
rupt, and  all  the  rest  ofthe  property  passed  to  assignees.  I  will  mako 
a  declaration  to  that  effect.1 

i  But  set-  A  Farrtiri  Estate,  6  Ir.  L.  T.  182  (1871). 
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KNIGHT  v.   BROWNE. 
Chancery.     18G1. 

[Reported  30  L.  J.  X.  S.  Ch.  649.] 

This  suit  was  instituted,  by  Mrs.  Knight,  against  the  trustees  and 
others  claiming  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  settled  by  her 
marriage  settlement,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  declaration  that  she 
was  herself,  in  the  events  that  had  happened,  entitled  to  those  rents  and 
profits. 

By  a  voluntary  deed,  dated  the  30th  of  September,  1851,  Thomas 
Charles  Knight  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  then  unmarried,  a 
dwelling-house  and  premises  in  fee.  He  afterwards  married  her,  and 
by  the  settlement  made  on  the  marriage,  dated  the  2d  of  September, 
1853,  these  premises,  together  with  other  property  belonging  to  T.  C. 
Knight,  were  conveyed  to  trustees  in  fee.  upon  trust  (after  the  solemni- 
zation of  the  marriage),  to  pay  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof 
unto,  or  permit  the  same  to  be  received  by  the  said  T.  C.  Knight  until 
he  should  be  duly  found  and  declared  a  bankrupt,  or  until  he  should 
seek  relief  or  protection  under  or  take  the  benefit  of  any  Act  or  Acts  of 
Parliament  for  the  relief  or  protection  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  should 
execute  any  deed  or  deeds  of  composition  with  all  or  any  of  his  credi- 
tors, or  should  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument  or  instruments,  or  in 
any  manner  or  by  any  means  whatsoever,  mortgage,  charge,  convey 
away,  alien,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  or  encumber  all  or  any  part  or 
parts  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  or  any  of  them,  or  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  or  any  interest  there- 
in, to  or  in  trust  for  or  in  favor  of  any  persons  or  person  whomsoever, 
or  should  by  his  own  act,  or  by  operation  of  law  or  otherwise,  cease 
to  be  entitled  to  the  personal  enjoyment  of  all  or  any  parts  or  part  of 
the  same  hereditaments  and  premises,  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
or  any  part  thereof,  or  should  depart  this  life  (whichever  of  such  events 
should  fust  happen),  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  occurrence  of 
any  <uch  event  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of  the 
said  hereditaments  and  premises  unto  such  person  or  persons  only,  and 
to  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes,  and  in  such  manner  only  as  the 
plaintiff,  notwithstanding  coverture,  should  from  time  to  time,  and  not 
in  any  mode  of  anticipation,  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  and 
until  any  such  direction  or  appointment,  and  subject  thereto,  into  her 
proper  hands,  for  her  own  sole,  separate  and  exclusive  use,  independ- 
ently of  the  debts,  contracts,  engagements,  control,  interference  or 
intermeddling  of  her  intended  or  any  future  husband. 

The  marriage  was  celebrated  shortly  after  the  date  of  this  deed. 

On  the  6th  of  August,  1858,  T.  C.  Knight  being  in  custody  for  debt, 
the  detaining  creditor  obtained  a  compulsory  vesting  order  of  the  Insol- 


it 
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vent  Debtors  Court,  under  the  30th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Viet.  c.  110, 
vesting  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  prisoner  in  the 
provisional  assignee.  This  order  was  discharged  on  the  30th  of  Sep- 
tember, with  the  consent  of  the  creditor,  the  prisoner  having  been  dis- 
charged from  custody  without  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Act. 

The  plaintiff  at  first  claimed  that  her  husband's  interest  in  the  settled 
property  became  forfeited  on  the  vesting  order  being  made,  and  not- 
withstanding the  subsequent  order  discharging  it ;  but  the  husband 
having  afterwards,  on  the  20th  of  October,  1858,  mortgaged  his  life 
estate  and  interest  to  the  defendant  J.  Clark,  the  plaintiff  contended 
that,  at  all  events,  by  this  dealing  with  the  property,  her  husband's 
interest  was  forfeited  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage. 

Subsequently  to  the  mortgage,  several  judgments  were  obtained  and 
registered  against  T.  C.  Knight,  and  it  was  principally  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  the  property  against  these  judgments  that  the  suit  was 
instituted.  v 

Mr.  Rolt  and  Mr.  Hi  slop  Clarke,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Giffard,  Mr.  It.  W.  E.  Forster,  Mr.  Caldecott,  and  Mr.  J.  J. 
Smale,  for  the  various  defendants. 

Wood,  V.  C.  It  has  been  settled  ever  since  the  case  of  Lockyer  v. 
Savage,  2  Str.  947,  that  where  a  person  attempts  to  limit  his  own 
property  to  himself  for  life,  with  a  provision  that  it  shall  go  over  on 
bankruptcy,  such  a  provision  is  void  as  against  the  bankrupt's  assig- 
nees ;  and  in  Ireland  the  same  rule  has  been  applied  in  cases  of  insol- 
vency. Mr.  Swanston,  in  his  learned  note  to  Wilson  v.  Greenwood,  1 
Swanst.  471,  481,  says,  "  The  general  distinction  seems  to  be,  that  the 
owner  of  property  may,  on  alienation,  qualify  the  interest  of  his  alienee 
by  a  condition  to  take  effect  on  bankruptcy  ;  but  cannot,  by  contract  or 
otherwise,  qualify  his  own  interest  by  a  like  condition  determining  or 
controlling  it  in  the  event  of  his  own  bankruptcy,  to  the  disappointment 
or  delay  of  his  creditors  ;  the  jus  disponendi  which  for  the  first  purpose 
is  absolute,  being  in  the  latter  instance  subject  to  the  disposition  pre- 
viously prescribed  by  law."  The  rule,  as  I  said  before,  has  been 
extended  in  Ireland  to  cases  of  insolvency;  but  it  has  never  before 
been  attempted  to  apply  it  to  a  case  of  voluntary  alienation.  What 
fraud  is  there  cm  anybody  in  a  person  settling  his  property  <>n  himself  _ 
until  lie  Bhall  make  some  attempt  to  hand  it  over  to  another — in  con- 
sideration of  marriage,  it  may  be,  or  for  any  other  consideration?  That 
body  can  be  deceived  by  it,  is  out  of  the  question.  The  clause  of 
forfeiture  is  contained  in  the  very  (h-f(\  by  which  the  life  interesl  is 

Created  :  and  the  case  is  very  different  from  Phipps  v.   Lord  /■'milsnmrt  , 

i  Suss.  131,  where  the  trusts  to  take  effect  upon  alienation  were  contained 
in  a  separate  deed,  by  which  the  trustees  bad  an  option  to  apply  the  in- 
come for  the  benefit  of  the  settlor  himself,  or  his  wife  or  children. 
Lord  Lyndhursl  there  held,  thai  the  transaction  was  in  its  very  nature 

fraudulent,  and  the  deed  could  not  be  supported,     l'.ut  the  very  point  in 

this  case  has  been  decided  by  the  Blaster  <>f  the  Rolls  in  lirooke  v. 

VOl  •   vi.  —  H 
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'..  .">  Jui-.  N.S.  781,  where  the  husband's  property  was  settled 
in  l rust  for  the  husband,  (luring  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  wife, 
until  he  should  sill,  mortgage,  assign,  charge  or  in  any  way  encumber 

all  or  any  part  of  the  income  before  the  same  should  become  due,  &C.  ; 
and  then  upon  trust  to  retain  £300  a  year,  and  pay  the  same  to  the 
wife  to  her  separate  use.  without  power  of  anticipation.  The  husband 
afterwards  mortgaged  his  interest,  and  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  held, 
that  the  title  o['  the  wife  vested  on  the  execution  of  the  mortgage. 
There  will  he  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  mortgage  to 
Clark,  became  entitled  for  her  separate  use  to  the  income  of  all  the 
property  included  in  the  settlement  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage ; 
'yj  with  an  account  of  the  rents  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  the  trustees 

retaining  thereout  their  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  the  costs  of  the  suit, 
including  the  costs  retained  by  the  trustees,  must  be  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  the  defendants. 


IN  RE  PEARSON. 

Chancery  Division.     1876. 

[Reported  Z  Ch.  D.  807.] 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  registrar  of  the  Tunbridge 
Wells  County  Court,  acting  as  judge. 

On  the  Gth  of  January,  1858,  an  indenture  was  executed  between 
John  Pearson  of  the  one  part,  and  Edward  Hodge  and  Henry  Hodge  of 
the  other  part,  by  which,  after  a  recital  that  John  Pearson  had  recently 
come  into  possession  under  the  will  of  his  father  of  (amongst  other 
things)  the  sum  of  £1,000,  and,  being  free  from  debts  and  liabilities, 
was  desirous  of  settling  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  his  wife 
and  family  in  manner  thereinafter  appearing,  and  that  the  £1,000  had 
been  paid  over  by  Pearson  to  Edward  Hodge  and  Henry  Hodge,  it  was 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which 
Pearson  bore  towards  his  wife  and  children,  it  was  declared  and  agreed 
that  Edward  Hodge  and  Henry  Hodge,  their  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  should  stand  possessed  of  the  £1,000,  upon  trust 
to  invest  the  same  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  the  income  to  Pear- 
son until  he  should  assign,  charge,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same  by 
way  of  anticipation,  or  until  he  should  be  found  or  declared  a  bankrupt, 
or  become  an  insolvent  debtor  within  the  meaning  of  some  Act  of 
Parliament  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  until  he  should  do  any 
other  act,  or  any  other  event  should  occur,  whereby  the  same  income, 
if  payable  to  himself,  would  become  vested  in  some  other  person  or 
persons,  or  until  his  death,  which  should  first  happen.  But  if  Pearson 
should  assign,  charge,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same  income  by  way  of 
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anticipation,  or  should  become  or  be  declared  a  bankrupt,  or  become 
an  insolvent  debtor  within  the  meaning  of  some  Act  of  Parliament  for 
the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  if  he  should  do  some  other  act,  or  any 
other  event  should  happen  whereby  the  same  income,  if  payable  to  him- 
self, would  become  vested  in  some  other  person  or  persons,  then  upon 
trust  that  the  trustees  or  trustee  should  thenceforth  pay  the  income  unto 
Elizabeth,  the  then  present  wife  of  John  Pearson,  for  her  life,  for  her 
separate  use  without  power  of  anticipation.  And,  subject  to  these 
trusts,  the  whole  of  the  trust  fund  was  to  be  in  trust  as  therein  men- 
tioned for  the  children  or  remoter  issue  of  John  Pearson  and  Elizabeth 
his  wife,  as  they,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  should  appoint,  and  in  default 
of  appointment  for  the  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one  or  marry, 
in  equal  shares.  The  ultimate  limitations  were,  in  case  John  Pearson 
should  survive  his  wife,  upon  trust  for  him  absolutely,  and,  in  case  he 
should  die  in  her  lifetime,  upon  such  trusts  as  he  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  for  his  next  of  kin,  according  to 
the  Statute  of  Distributions,  excluding  the  wife. 

John  Pearson  was  not  a  trader  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
settlement.  He  did  not  commence  to  trade  until  the  beginning  of  the 
year  1873,  when  he  became  tenant  of  a  public-house,  and  engaged  in 
the  business  of  a  licensed  victualler.  On  the  13th  of  December,  1875,  he 
was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt.  At  this  time  the  wife  was  dead,  but  there 
were  two  children  of  the  marriage  living,  who  were  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one.  The  trustee  in  the  bankruptcy  applied  to  the  court  for  an 
order  declaring  the  settlement  void  as  against  the  creditors.  There  was 
no  evidence  to  show  that  Pearson  was  insolvent  at  the  date  of  the 
execution  of  the  deed  :  in  fact  it  was  admitted  that  he  owed  no  debts 
at  that  time.  The  registrar  dismissed  the  application.  The  trustee 
appealed. 

Doria  and  K.  Q.    Willis,  for  the  appellant 

Winlay  Knight  and  E.  Baldock  Stone,  for  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement. 

BACON,  C.  J.  This  deed  is  plainly  fraudulent  upon  the  face  of  it. 
What  is  the  meaning  of  it?  The  settlor  in  effect  says,  "  I  have  got 
£1,000;  I  do  not  intend  my  creditors  to  have  a  farthing  of  it;  and  to 
accomplish  that  purpose  I  will  settle  it  in  such  a  way  that,  if  by  any 
accident  my  creditors  should  hereafter  have  a  claim  to  it,  it  shall  go  to 
some  one  else."  That  is  as  plainly  fraudulent  as  possible.  Sect,  :il 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  case.  Nor  has  the 
case  of  Knight  v.  Brovme,  80  L.  J.  (Ch.)  649,  any  application,  for  it 
related  to  a  marriage  settlement.     In  the  present  case  I  think  that  the 

settlement   is   plainly  fraudulent,  for   the   law  --ays   that   it    is  fraudulent 
for  a  man  so  to  .leal  with   his   property  as  to  disappoint  the  just    claims 

of  his  creditors.    The  deed  must  be  declared  void,  but  the  costs  of  all 

parties  must  be  paid  out.  of  the  bind. 
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IN   RE  DETMOLD. 

Chancery  Division.     1889. 

I  Reported  40  Ch.  D.  585.] 

Originating  summons  to  determine  whether  a  forfeiture  clause  in  a 
settlement  was  valid. 

By  :i  marriage  settlement  dated  the  24th  of  August,  1881,  it  was 
declared  that  a  Bum  of  stock  already-  transferred  by  the  husband  to  the 
trustees  of  the  deed  should  be  held  by  them  upon  trust  to  pa}r  the 
income  to  the  husband  "  during  his  life,  or  till  he  shall  become  a  bank- 
rupt, or  shall  assign,  charge,  or  encumber  the  said  income,  or  shall  do 
or  su tlVi  something  whereby  the  same,  or  some  part  thereof,  would 
through  his  act,  default,  or  by  operation  or  process  of  law,  if  belonging 
absolutely  to  him,  become  vested  in  or  payable  to  some  other  person  or 
persons  ; "  and  from  and  after  the  determination  of  the  aforesaid  trust 
in  favor  of  the  husband  the  trustees  Were  to  pay  the  income  to  the  wife 
during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use.  On  the  8th  of  June,  1888,  a 
creditor  recovered  a  judgment  for  debt  against  the  husband,  and  on  the 
13th  of  July  he  obtained  an  order  in  the  action,  restraining  the  trustees 
from  paving  the  income  to  the  husband.  On  the  19th  of  July  the  credi- 
tor obtained  an  order  in  the  action,  appointing  himself  receiver  of  the 
income  due  or  becoming  due  upon  and  arising  from  the  stock  comprised 
in  the  settlement.  This  order  was  made  in  the  presence  of  the  husband. 
On  the  25th  of  September,  1888,  a  receiving  order  in  bankruptcy  was 
made  against  the  husband,  and  he  was  afterwards  adjudicated  a  bank- 
rupt upon  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  on  the  29th  of  July.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  forfeiture  had  taken  effect  in  favor  of  the 
wife,  or  whether  the  forfeiture  clause  was  void  as  against  the  trustee  in 
the  bankruptcy. 

Beddall,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cozens-Ifirdi/,  Q.  C,  and  Robert  Morris,  for  the  wife. 

Bethune  llorabruyh,  for  the  receiver  under  the  order  of  the  19th  of 
July. 

Muir  Mackenzie,  for  the  trustee  in  the  bankruptc}'. 

North,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  life  interest  given  by  the 
settlement  to  the  wife  is  now  subsisting,  or  whether  it  is  invalid  as 
against  the  trustee  in  the  bankruptc}'  of  the  husband.  In  my  opinion 
the  wife's  life  interest  is  valid  as  against  the  receiver  appointed  by  way 
of  equitable  execution  b}'  the  order  of  the  19th  of  July,  because  he  was 
merely  a  particular  creditor.  A  settlement  by  a  man  of  his  own  prop- 
erty upon  himself  for  life,  with  a  clause  forfeiting  his  interest  in  the 
event  of  alienation,  or  attempted  alienation,  has  never,  so  far  as  I  know, 
been  defeated  in  favor  of  a  particular  alienee  ;  it  has  only  been  defeated 
in  favor  of  the  settlor's  creditors  generally,  on  the  ground  that  it  would 
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be  a  fraud  on  the  bankrupt  law.  Under  the  trusts  of  this  settlement 
the  wife  is  now  clearly  entitled  to  the  income,  if  the  prior  life  interest 
given  to  the  husband  has  legally  come  to  an  end.  In  my  opinion  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  by  the  order  of  the  19th  of  July  established 
that  the  husband  had  done  or  suffered  something  whereby  the  income 
of  the  trust  fund,  or  some  part  thereof,  kt  would  through  his  act,  default, 
or  by  operation  of  law,  if  belonging  absolutely  to  him,  become  vested  in 
or  payable  to  some  other  person."  It  was  a  decision  arrived  at  in  the 
presence  of  the  husband  that,  as  between  him  and  the  judgment  credi- 
tor, the  income  belonged  to  the  latter.  The  trustee  in  the  bankruptcy 
is  also  bound  by  that  order,  because  the  bankruptcy  did  not  commence 
until  the  29th  of  July.  Before  that  date  the  husband  had  done  an  act, 
had  suffered  something,  by  which  the  right  to  receive  the  income  had 
become  vested  in  another  person,  and,  therefore,  the  gift  over  in  favor 
of  the  wife  had  taken  effect.  It  is  said  that  a  gift  over  of  a  man's  own 
property  in  the  event  of  his  bankruptcy  is  void,  and  no  doubt  that  is 
so.  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of  a  voluntary 
assignment  by  him  is  valid.  This  was  established  by  Brooke  v.  Pear- 
son, 27  Beav.  181,  and  Knight  v.  Browne,  9  W.  R.  515,  and  I  think 
the  principle  of  those  decisions  applies  to  an  involuntary  alienation  by 
operation  of  law  in  favor  of  a  particular  creditor.  The  distinction 
between  those  cases  and  a  clause  of  forfeiture  in  the  event  of  an  aliena- 
tion in  favor  of  creditors  generally  resulting  from  bankruptcy,  was 
pointed  out  by  Vice-Chancellor  Bacon  in  Ex  parte  Stephens,  3  Ch.  D. 
807.  In  my  opinion,  those  authorities  show  that  the  limitation  of  the 
life  interest  to  the  settlor  was  validly  determined  by  the  fact  that,  in 
consequence  of  the  order  appointing  the  receiver,  he  ceased  to  be 
entitled  to  receive  the  income.  This  took  place  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  bankruptcy,  and,  therefore,  the  forfeiture  is  valid  as 
against  the  trustee  in  the  bankruptcy.1 

i  See  In  re  Brewer's  Settlement,  [1896]  2  Ch.  503 ;  In  re  Johnson,  [1904]  1  K.  B.  134. 


Xote.  —  On  annuities  forfeitable  on  bankruptcy  or  alienation,  see  Gray,  Restraints 
on  Alienation,  §§  83-89;  In  re  Sinclair,  [1897]  1  Ch.  921. 


US  KOSS   V.    KOSS.  [CHAP.  II. 

SECTION   H. 

FORFEITURE    <>N    FAILURE   TO    ALIENATE, 

Noi  B.  —  On  the  Bubject  of  this  section,  see  Gray,  Restraints  on  Alienation  (2d  ed.), 
§§  66  71,  :  82  Am.  L.  Keg.  N.  S.  1035. 


ROSS   v.  ROSS. 

Chancery.     1819. 

[Reported  1  Jae.  <$•  W.  154.] 

William  Ross,  a  native  of  Scotland,  but  domiciled  in  England, 
made  his  will,  dated  5th  May,  1790;  containing,  amongst  others,  the 
following  bequest. 

>;  I  give  to  my  son  James  Hislop  Ross,  the  sum  of  £2000,  lawful 
money  of  Great  Britain,  to  be  paid  to  him  at  his  age  ot  twenty-five 
years,  or  at  any  time  betwixt  the  age  of  twenty-one  and  twenty-five, 
should  my  executors  think  proper  so  to  do,  and  the  interest  thereof,  in 
the  mean  time,  to  be  applied  towards  his  maintenance  and  education  ; 
and  in  case  the  said  James  Hislop  Ross  should  not  receive  or  dispose 
of  by  will  or  otherwise,  in  his  lifetime,  the  aforesaid  sum  of  £-'()()(>, 
then  the  said  sum  shall  return,  and  be  paid  and  payable  to  the  heir 
entail,  in  possession  of  the  estate  of  Shandwick  for  the  time  being. " 

The  estate  mentioned  in  this  bequest,  situated  in  the  County  of  Ross, 
had  previously  been  settled  by  the  testator,  by  a  deed  of  entad,  in 
favor  of  Jean  Ross,  his  eldest  daughter. 

James  Hislop  Ross  survived  the  testator,  and  died  intestate,  in  the 
year  1810,  having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years.  He  had  not 
received  the  £2000  legacy,  but  in  a  suit  instituted  by  Jean  Ross,  against 
the  executors,  to  which  J.  H.  Ross  was  not  a  party,  the  accounts  of  the 
testator's  estate  had  been  taken,  and  a  sum  of  £1182  had  been  found 
bv  the  master,  to  be  the  proportion  payable  to  J.  II.  Ross,  in  respect  of 
his  legacy:  this  sum  was  accordingly  carried  over  to  his  separate  ac- 
count, and  invested  in  the  purchase  of  £1891  3  per  cent,  annuities. 

J.  II.  Ross  being  illegitimate,  administration  of  his  personal  estate 
was,  at  the  nomination  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  Crown,  granted  to 
George  Maule,  Esq  ,  who  now  petitioned  for  a  transfer  of  the  sum  of 
£1891,  and  the  dividends  which  had  accumulated  upon  it. 

Mr.  Sliadwell,  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Home  and  Mr.  Kindersley,  for  Jean  Ross. 

The  Master  Of  the  Rolls.  [Sir  Thomas  Plumer,]  The  ques- 
tion. I  think,  is,  whether  this  will  vests  the  absolute  property  of  the 
l'-^rey  in  the  legatee.  If  it  do  give  the  absolute  property,  the  right  of 
disposing  of  it,  or  its  devolution  upon  his  representatives  would  follow 
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as  a  matter  of  course,  unless  there  be  something  else  which  cuts  clown 
the  gift ;  nothing  but  that,  can  prevent  the  legal  consequences  of  prop- 
erty from  ensuing. 

It  seems  to  me,  that  I  cannot  put  an  interpretation  on  the  words  of 
this  will,  by  considering  that  it  is  very  likely  that  the  testator  was  re- 
ferring to  other  circumstances ;  to  the  imbecility  of  his  son,  or  to  the 
efTect  of  the  Scotch  law.  Jt  is  probable  that  he  may  have  contem- 
plated these  circumstances  ;  but  being  bound  to  take  this  as  the  will  of 
a  domiciled  English  subject.  I  must  construe  it  without  reference  to 
them,  and  determine  the  consequences  of  what  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  will  itself. 

Now  every  word  he  has  used  tends  to  vest  the  legacy.  First  it  is 
given  to  be  paid  at  twenty-five  ;  if  it  stopped  there,  it  would  clearly  be 
vested,  the  time  of  payment  not  being  annexed  to  the  substance  of  the 
gift;  it  then  proceeds,  "  or  at  any  time  betwixt  the  age  of  twenty-one 
and  twenty-five  ;  "  this  was  only  to  accelerate  the  payment ;  the  execu- 
tors were  to  pa}-  it  before  the  first  period  if  they  thought  fit;  the  in- 
terest, in  the  mean  time,  is  to  be  applied  to  his  maintenance:  another 
feature  of  vesting.  If  the  bequest  had  stopped  here,  then,  if  he  had 
died  between  twenty-one  and  twenty-five,  or  even  during  his  minority, 
it  would,  according  to  the  cases,  have  been  vested  in  him  ;  but  the 
event  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  what  would  have  been  the  con- 
sequences of  his  dying  under  age. 

The  legatee  then  acquired  an  absolute  interest;  and  then  comes  the 
second  part  of  the  bequest,  by  means  of  which,  you  must  endeavor  to 
get  it  back  again  ;  you  must  say,  that  if  he  does  not  dispose  of  it,  it  is 
to  return  from  him  ;  but  I  do  not  recollect  any  instance  of  a  will,  where 
an  absolute  property  is  Bret  given,  with  a  condition,  that  if  the  party 
does  not  make  use  of  it,  it  shall  go  over.  But  it  was  necessary  to  argue 
it  to  that  extent. 

This  d ilfers  from  a  power,  and  a  remainder  over  in  default  of  its 
exercise  :  the  right  of  d isposing  of  the  legacy  is  given  him,  not  in 
terminis,  but  as  a  consequence  of  property.  How  does  lie  acquire  the 
power?  It  is  not  given  as  a  power,  but  follows  from  the  property 
being  his.1     The  testator  assumes  that  he  would   have  a   right  to  it   at 


1  In  The  Attorney-General  v.  Ball  (3d  July,  1731),  FitzK.  0,  311  ;  W.  Eel.  18,  the 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  :i!l  his  real  and  personal  estate,  to 
!  their  own  nse  ;  and  in  case  his  son  should  die  leaving  no  luirs  of  liis  body, 
he  gave  all  and  so  ranch  of  his  estate  as  Ins  son  should  be  actually  posa 
:it  tin-  t  i  in.-  i.f  lii^  il'-;it_h_tn  tin- (wiliUmit  lis' Coui]ianv,  fur  ccrt.-iin  charitable  uses;  and 
he  direi  t'-'l  tln-m,  not  to  pivc  hi     on  any  trouble  during  ln^  life  concerning  hi    • 
Tin- son  tnffered  >  recovery  of  the  real  estate,  and  it  was  held  by  Lord  Chani 
I  3ih  .1.  .ii  kyi. i.,  M.  I!.,  and  Reynolds,  C.  B.,  thai  as  to  the  personal  property, 

"  the  limitation  over  was  void,  as  the  absolute  ownei  en   to   Francis  Hell, 

the  son  ;  for  it  is  to  him  and  the  heii  ol  hi  body,  and  the  company  are  to  have  no 
more  than  he  ihall  have  lefl  unspent,  and  therefore  he  had  a  power  to  dispose  ol  the 
whole,  which  power  was  rtoti  tpn  ly  given  him,  but  it  resulted  from  his  interest."  See 
also  Brian  v.  Cawscns,  2  Leon.  68  ;  Flanders  v.  Clark,  1  Ws.  V  ;  3  Atk.  609  ; 
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twenty-five;  therefore,  if  he  should  have  received  it,  and  not  have 
disposed  of  it.  the  capital  in  solido  being  Ins  property,  and  remaining 
in  his  bands,  was  to  go  over  to  another,  lint  if  yon  give  absolute 
property  to  a  person,  you  eannot  subject  it  for  his  life  to  a  proviso, 
that  if  he  docs  not  spend  it,  his  interest  shall  cease.  One  of  the  conse- 
quences would  be,  that  if  he  had  not  spent  it,  and  were  to  die  indebted 
to  any  amount,  his  creditors  would  be  excluded  from  it.  It  is  quite  a 
novel  attempt  to  separate  the  devolution  of  property  from  the  property 
itself.1 
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Common  Pleas.     1845. 

[Reported  1  C.  B.  448.] 

Ejectment  by  the  lessee  of  the  customary  heir  of  Ann  Stevenson 
claiming  under  the  will  of  Mordecai  Glover,  the  father,  against  Mor- 
decai  Glover,  the  son.2 

Sir  T.  Wilde,  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gaselee,  Serjt.,  contra. 

Tindal,  C.  J.  This  case  appears  to  me  not  to  fall  within  the  doc- 
trine that  has  been  relied  on  by  my  Brother  Gaselee  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  provision  in  the  will  of  Mordecai  Glover,  the  father, 
upon  which  the  claim  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  founded,  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  condition  that  is  repugnant  to,  and  incompatible  with,  the 
prior  absolute  gift  to  Mordecai  Glover,  the  son.  Strictly  and  properly 
it  is  an  executor}'  devise,  cutting  down  the  interest  which  the  son  was 
to  take,  upon  the  happening  of  certain  events,  which  have  happened. 
The  only  question,  therefore,  for  our  consideration  is,  what  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator.  Upon  that  point,  also,  the  case  appears  to 
me  to  be  free  from  doubt.  After  giving  to  his  wife  an  estate  for  life  in 
all  his  customary  or  copyhold  and  real  estates,  the  testator  proceeds : 
••  And.  from  and  immediately  after  her  decease,  then  I  give  and  de- 
ll and  singular  my  aforesaid  messuages,  lands,  &c,  unto  my  son 
Mordecai  Glover,  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  to  hold  to  him  and 
his  heirs  and  assigns  forever ;  but,  in  case  my  said  son  Mordecai 
Glover  shall  happen  to  depart  this  life  without  leaving  any  issue  of  his 
body  lawfully  begotten  then  living,  or  being  no  such  issue,  and  he  my 
said  son  shall  not  have  disposed  and  parted  with  his  interest  of,  in, 

t.  Bland,  Tree,  in  Ch.  201,  n.,  ed.  Finch,  and  2  Cox,  349;  Le  Mailre  v.  Bannister, 
I'rec.  in  Ch.  201,  n. ;  Beachcrqfl  v.  Broome,  4  T.  R.  441;  Wynne  v.  Hawkins,  1  Bro. 
C.  C.  179  ;  Strange  v.  Barnard,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  686;  Pushman  v.  Filliter,  3  Ves.  7;  Bull 
v   KingtUm,  1  Mer.  314.  —  Rep. 

■  Sec  In  re  Jones,  [1898]  1  Ch.  438. 

2  The  case  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice. 


SECT.  II.]  DOE  d.  STEVENSON  V.   GLOVER.  121 

and  to  the  aforesaid  copyhold  estate  and  premises,  then,  and  in  such 
case,  I  give  and  devise  the  same  customary  or  copyhold  messuages, 
&e.,  and  real  estate,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  illegitimate  daughter 
Ann  Stevenson,  and  of  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever."  The  words 
"  parted  with,"  which  are  in  apposition  to.  seem  to  me  to  be  explana- 
tory of,  the  prior  and  more  general  word  "  dispose,"  and  clearly  to 
indicate  a  disposition  or  parting  with  the  estate  by  the  devisee,  by  a 
conveyance  that  was  to  have  its  complete  effect  and  operation  in  his 
lifetime.  If  "  parted  with"  had  been  the  sole  phrase  used,  it  could 
only  have  been  satisfied  by  a  conveyance  by  a  deed  executed  by  the 
party  in  his  lifetime :  and,  when  we  find  the  two  expressions  thus 
coupled  together,  I  think  we  cannot  give  a  more  extended  interpreta- 
tion to  the  word  "disposed"  than  the  sentence  would  have  been  sus- 
ceptible of  if  that  word  had  not  been  found  in  it.  But,  even  if  it  had 
rested  upon  the  word  "  disposed,"  I  should  have  inclined  to  hold,  upon 
the  principle  that  a  will  is  ambulatory,  and  speaks  only  from  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death,  that  a  devise  of  the  estate  in  question  was  not 
a  disposing  of  it  within  the  meaning  of  this  will.  The  fair  inference 
arising  from  the  whole  scope  of  the  will  tends  to  the  same  conclusion. 
The  testator,  in  the  first  place,  gives  the  estate  to  the  son  and  to  his 
heirs,  should  he  have  any;  and  he  gives  him  full  power  to  dispose  of 
it  in  his  lifetime.  But  he  goes  on  to  evince,  in  the  event  of  his  son 
dying  and  having  no  issue,  a  natural  desire  that  the  estate  should  go  to 
his  illegitimate  daughter,  provided  his  son's  wants  should  not  have 
made  it  necessary  for  him  to  part  with  it  in  his  lifetime.  And  this 
was  by  no  means  an  unreasonable  mode  of  dealing  with  the  property. 
For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
judgment. 

Coltmak,  J.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  an}-  objection  to  the  gift  over 
in  this  case,  as  an  executor}-  devise.  There  is  nothing  in  it  that  is 
repugnant  to,  or  inconsistent  with,  the  prior  devise:  nor  does  it  op- 
erate any  restraint  on  alienation  ;  on  the  contrary,  it  expressly  recog- 
nizes the  power  of  the  son  to  alien  the  estate  during  his  lifetime.  Then 
comes  the  question  whether  or  not  the  son  has  disposed  and  parted 
witli  the  estate,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator.  Construing 
those  words  grammatically,  they  clearly  point  to  an  act  to  be  done,  and 
to  take  effect,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  son.  The  words  are  —  "in  case 
my  said  son  shall  not  have  disposed  and  parted  with  his  interest  of, 
in,  and  to  the  aforesaid  copyhold  estate  and  premises,  then  and  in  such 
case  I  give  and  devise  the  same  customary  or  copyhold  messuages,  &c, 
anil  real  estate,  unto,  and  to  the  use  of,  my  illegitimate  daughter  Ann 
Stevenson,  and  of  her  heirs  ami  assigns  forever."  To  what  period  d<> 
these  words  '•  disposed  and  parted  with"  apply?    Clearly,  to  the  lime  of 

the  BOn'fl  death  !   and  at  that  lime  lie  hud  not  done  any  tiling  to  divest  the 

it.e  out  of  him.     The  construction,  therefore,  upon  which  the  lessor 

of  the  plaintiff  relies,  is  evidently  the  true  one.    And  this  construction 

leads  to  no  incongruity  or  absurdity  :  it  is  a  very  rational  and  proper 
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mode  of  disposing  of  the  estate.  If,  as  was  suggested  by  nvj  Brother 
Cresswell,  1 1 1 « *  son,  having  no  children,  should  wish  to  dispose  of  the 
estate  in  liis  lifetime,  the  testator  leaves  him  at  full  liberty  to  do  so; 
luit.  in  the  evenl  Of  his  not  having  exercised  that  power,  and  dying 
childless,  the  intention  ni'  the  testator  was,  that  his  own  illegitimate 
daughter — whom  he  was  under  a  moral  obligation  to  provide  for  — 
should  have  the  estate,  ami  not  that  the  son  should  have;  power  to  dis- 
pose  of  it  by  will,  in  the  manner  he  has  assumed  to  do. 

Cresswell,  J.  Iain  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has  hardly 
been  denied  that  the  disposition  in  favor  of  the  testator's  illegitimate 
daughter  was  a  good  executory  devise,  in  the  first  instance.  There 
was  no  condition  that  was  repugnant  to,  or  inconsistent  with,  the  prior 
devise  to  the  son.  The  son  might  have  prevented  the  devise  over  from 
taking  effect,  by  disposing  of  the  property  in  his  lifetime.  But,  in  the 
event  of  his  not  exercising  that  power,  the  estate  is  given  over,  and 
nothing  remains  for  him  to  part  with  by  his  will. 

Erle,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment. The  intention  of  the  testator  evidently  was,  to  give  to  his  son 
absolute  dominion  over  the  estate,  provided  he  chose  to  exercise  that 
dominion  in  his  lifetime,  but  not  to  leave  to  him  the  selection  of  the 
object  of  his  bounty  b}*  his  will.  Such  appears  to  me  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  testator;  and  I  think  the  words  he  has  used  are  incom- 
patible with  any  other  construction.  The  restriction  imposed  upon 
the  power  of  alienation  became  effectual  by  the  son  dying  seised.  For 
these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  of  the  defendant,  who 
claims  under  the  son's  will,  fails.1 

Judy ment  for  the  plaintiff. 


HOLMES  v.  GODSON. 
Chancery.     1856. 

[Re ported  8  Dc  G  M.  d-  6.  152.] 

The  Lord  Justice  Turner.1  The  plaintiffs  in  this  case  claim  to  be 
entitled  to  certain  real  estates  devised  by  the  will  of  Thomas  Yates 
Ridley  under  a  conveyance  from  Thomas  Yates  Ridley,  the  son  of  the 
testator  and  a  devisee  under  his  will. 

The   testator  by  his  will,  after  giving  his  wife  his  plate  and  soon, 

ededthus:   "I  give  and  bequeath   unto  my  dear  wife  Jane,  and 

Richard  Godson,  Esq.,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors, 

1  See  Gray,  Restraints  on  Alienation,  §§  56  c,  56  a.  But  cf.  Parnell  v.  BowL  ri8961 
2Ir.  E.671. 

2  As  the  opinion  of  Turner,  L.  J.,  sufficiently  gives  the  facts,  the  separate  state- 
ment in  the  report  is  here  omitted,  as  is  also  the  concurring  opinion  of  Knight- 
Brucb,  L.  J. 
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administrators,  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  upon  trust  that  they  shall 
with  all  convenient  speed  call  and  convert  into  money  all  such  parts  of 
my  residuary  estate  as  do  not  consist  of  money  or  security  for  money, 
upon  trust  for  my  son  Thomas  Yates  Ridley  to  vest  in  him  on  his 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  ;  but  in  case  my  said  son  shall 
not  live  to  attain  a  vested  interest  therein,  then  in  trust  for  my  dear 
wife  Jane  during  her  natural  life."  Then  there  is  a  disposition  of 
books,  prints,  and  manuscripts  in  favor  of  the  son.  Then  there  is  a 
bequest  of  the  advowson  at  I  ley  sham  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  son. 
Then  follows  this  clause:  "But  in  case  my  dear  son  Thomas  Yates 
Ridley  shall  not  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  having 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  shall  not  have  made  a  will.  I 
hereby  direct  my  said  executors  or  trustees  to  sell  all  my  property  both 
real  and  personal  at  their  discretion,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  for  the 
benefit  of  my  said  wife  Jane  for  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  death  all 
the  said  investment  I  bequeath  to  my  friend  Richard  Godson,  Esq." 
There  is  a  codicil  to  the  will,  by  which  the  testator  devises  all  his 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  to  his  wife  and  Mr.  Godson  to  carry 
into  effect  the  trusts  of  his  will  created,  and  to  sell  his  real  property  to 
pay  his  debts  or  for  the  advancement  of  his  son. 

Now,  upon  the  construction  of  this  will  and  codicil.  I  think  it  rea- 
sonably clear  that  the  real  estates  vested  in  the  son  at  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  which  he  attained.  The  testator  gives  all  such  parts  of  his 
residuary  estate  as  do  not  consist  of  money  or  securities  for  money. 
Whatever  doubt  there  might  have  been  upon  those  words  if  they  had 
stood  by  themselves  as  to  whether  they  would  extend  beyond  a  dispo- 
sition of  the  persona]  estate  only,  that  doubt  is,  I  think,  removed  by 
the  ulterior  clause  in  the  will,  by  which  the  testator  has  said,  that  in 
case  his  son  shall  not  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  or  having  attained 
twenty-one  shall  not  have  made  a  will,  he  directs  his  executors  and 
trustees  to  sell  all  Ins  property  both  real  and  personal.  It  is,  I  think, 
quite  plain  that  the  testator  in  that  clause  meant  to  dispose,  in  the 
event  of  the  son  "lying  under  twenty-one.  of  the  property  which  the 
son  was  to  take  if  he  attained  twenty-one,  and  that  die  disposition  ex- 
tends to  all  the  testator's  property  both  real  and  personal.  1  think, 
also,  that  the  words  of  the  will  are  sullicient  to  vest  the  fee  in  the  son 
upon  his  attaining  twenty-one. 

The  sole  question,  therefore,  on  Hie  plaintiffs  title  is,  whether  the 
fee  which  was  thus  vested  in  the  son  was  defeated  and  the  estate  car- 
ried over  to  the  widow  and  Mr.  Godson  b\  the  evenl  which  happened 
of  the  son  having  afterwards  died  without  having  made  a  will.  I  am 
Of  opinion  that  il   was  not. 

This  i-  in  terms  a  disposition  of  real  estate  in  favor  of  other  devisees 
in  the  evenl  of  a  devisee  in  fee  dying  intestate,  and  I  think  that  Buch  a 
disposition  is  repngnanl  and  void.  The  law.  which  is  founded  on 
principles  of  public  policy  for  the  benefit  of  all  who  are  subjecl  to  lis 

pro\  IsionS,  bftfl  -aid  that  in  the  event  of  an  owner  in  fee  d\  ing  intestate. 
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the  estate  Bball  go  to  hla  heir  ;  and  this  disposition  tends  directly  to  con- 
travene the  law  and  to  defeat  the  policy  on  which  it  is  founded.  On  prin- 
t'oiv.  1  think  the  disposition  had  ;  and  the  eases  which  were 
i  in  the  argil menl  appear  to  me  to  be  conclusive  upon  the  point. 

In  addition  to  those  cases  which  were  referred  to,  there  is  the  case  of 
Lightburnt  v.  (tiff.  <;  Bro.  P.  C.  ."><"..  to  which  my  learned  brother  has 
referred,  and  which  I  have  before  me,  where  there  was  a  sum  of  £500 
which  the  testator  lefl  to  hla  daughter,  to  which  be  was  entitled  under 
a  settlement,  and  all  the  rest  of  his  worldly  goods,  effects,  and  sub- 
stance real  and  personal  to  dispose  of  as  she  should  think  fit.  But 
if  his  said  daughter  should  die  unmarried  or  intestate,  then  what  was 
thereby  left  to  her  should  go  to  and  be  equally  divided  among  the  chil- 
dren of  his  brother  the  Key.  Stafford  Lightburne.  The  daughter  hav- 
ing died  intestate,  the  bill  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  by  the 
children  of  the  brother,  claiming  to  be  entitled  under  the  disposition 
over  in  the  event  of  the  daughter  dying  unmarried  or  intestate,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  bill  could  not  be  maintained.  The  bill  was  dis- 
missed,  there  was  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  House  of 
Lords  confirmed  the  decree  dismissing  the  bill. 

It  was  objected  to  these  cases  and  to  Jloss  v.  Ross,  1  Jac.  &  W.  154, 
and  others  which  I  do  not  think  it  necessaiy  to  go  through,  and  to 
this  case  of  Lightburne  v.  Gill,  that  they  all  referred  to  personal 
estate.  Rut,  upon  this  question,  I  confess  myself  unable  to  see  the 
distinction  between  cases  relating  to  personal  and  cases  relating  to 
r»al  estate.  Such  dispositions  of  personal  estate  are  void  because 
they  are  inconsistent  with  the  absolute  interest  and  defeat  the  course 
of  devolution  which  the  law  has  provided.  Upon  what  ground  can 
it  be  held  that  the  same  principle  does  not  reach  to  the  like  disposi- 
tions of  real  estate?  I  should  feel  great  difficulty  in  maintaining  such 
a  distinction  even  if  authority  were  wanting  upon  the  point;  but  au- 
thority is  not  wanting  upon  it. 

I  may  refer  to  the  case  of  Muschamp  v.  Bluet,  in  Sir  John  Bridg- 
man's  Reports  (J.  Bridg.  132)  ;  although  the  case  is  not  exactly  in 
point  in  this  case,  yet  I  find  some  observations  which  are  of  great  im- 
portance, as  it  strikes  me,  bearing  upon  the  present  question.  There 
was  this  clause  in  the  will:  "And,  as  touching  my  lands  at  Totten- 
ham, my  son  Matthew  is  joint  purchaser  with  me  of  the  most,  and  the 
rest  of  all  my  houses  and  land  there  which  is  freehold  I  give  to  Henry 
and  Michael  Lock  upon  this  condition,  that  if  they  shall  sell  it  to  any 
man  but  to  Matthew  Lock  my  son,  then  he  to  enter  upon  it  as  of  gift 
by  this  my  will."  The  question  arose  first,  whether  the  fee  passed 
under  the  disposition  to  Henry  and  Michael.  Cases  are  gone  into  on 
that  subject  affecting  such  dispositions  by  grant.  Then  the  court 
enters  into  the  question  of  the  effect  of  this  in  a  devise,  and  says : 
I  airree  that  in  case  of  a  devise,  although  the  apt  words  to  make 
an  estate  of  inheritance  to  pass  are  omitted"  (the  devise  was  merely  to 
Henry  and   Michael  without  any  words  of  inheritance),  "yet,  if  the 
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intent  of  the  devisor  does  appear  bv  an}-  express  matter  contained  in 
the  will,  an  estate  of  inheritance  shall  pass,  for  it  is  sufficient  to  pass 
the  inheritance.  If  one  deviseth  land  to  another  in  perpetuance,  the 
devise  by  these  words  shall  pass  an  estate  in  fee.  80,  if  one  devise 
land  to  another  to  give,  dispose,  or  sell  at  his  pleasure,  this  is  an  estate 
in  fee-simple."  Then  there  follows  this:  "But  yet  the  law  hath 
restrained  such  intent.  For,  first,  it  ought  to  be  agreeable  to  law 
and  not  repugnant  to  it;  for,  although  in  JScholasticcC s  Case,  Plowd. 
403,  in  the  comment,  it  is  said  that  a  will  is  like  to  An  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, vet  a  will  cannot  alter  the  law  or  make  a  new  form  of  an  estate, 
which  is  not  allowed  by  the  rules  of  law,  as  an  Act  of  Parliament  is, 
and  so  adjudged  in  the  Common  Bench,  Hil.  T.  37  Eliz.,  between 
Jermin  and  Ascot,  Coke's  Reports,  in  Corbet's  Case,  1  Rep.  85  a.  that 
by  a  devise  a  man  cannot  give  an  estate  and  determine  part  thereof  by 
a  condition  and  make  the  residue  to  continue.  And  if  land  be  devised 
to  one  in  tail  he  cannot  determine  the  estate  as  to  the  devisee  himself, 
and  yet  preserve  the  estate  to  the  issue.  And,  28  &  29  Hen.  8,  Dyer 
(Anon.  Dyer,  33),  if  land  be  devised  to  one  in  fee,  and  if  he  does  not 
perform  such  an  act,  the  land  shall  remain  to  another,  the  remainder  is 
void,  for  no  such  remainder  can  be  limited  by  the  rules  of  law." 

In  another  part  of  the  same  report  there  is  a  reference  to  Baker's 
Case,  cited  J.  Bridg.  137,  in  which  it  is  said,  "A  devise  to  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  with  remainder  to  their  two  sons,  upon  condition  that 
if  they  or  their  heirs  go  about  to  alien,  &c,  is  a  fee-simple  :  also  for 
the  heirs  being  restrained  to  alien,  does  show  fully  that  the  heir  shall 
have  the  land,  for  otherwise  he  cannot  alien  it." 

But  there  is  another  very  much  more  important  case,  for  which  we 
arc  indebted  also  to  the  great  research  and  knowledge  which  Mr.  Lee 
has  brought  to  our  aid  in  the  present  case.  I  refer  to  the  report  in 
Serjeant  Hill's  manuscript,  and  which  is  really  a  most  important  case 
in  my  view  of  it  as  bearing  on  the  present  ease.  It  is  the  case  of  Gul- 
liver v.  Vaux,  8  De  ('•.  M.  &  (1.  1(17.  In  that  case  Thomas  Turney 
ised  In  fee  and  made  his  will  on  the  29th  of  December,  1712, 
k-  and  therein  devised  the  premises  to  Thomas  Turney  his  second  son, 
ami  his  heirs,  provided  he  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  and  not  otherwise,  and  charged  the  estate  with  £350  payable  to 
the  testator's  daughter  Dinah  Turney  at  her  age  of  twenty-four.  And 
if  bis  said  son  Thomas  Turney  should  die  before  twenty-one,  then  he 
devised  the  premises  to  his  eldesl  boh  Tawyer  Turney  and  his  heirs 
when  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  charged  the 
estate  with  £550  payable  to  his  daughter  Dinah  at  her  age  of  twent}*- 
tlnee.  And  if  it  should  bo  happen  that  his  son  Thomas  and  his  son 
Tawyer  should  both  die  before  they  should  severally  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  then  be  devised  the  premises  to  Dinah  Turnej' and 

her  hens,  and  gives  bis  Wife  the  profits  of  the  premises  till  her  children 

should  attain  to  their  several  ages  above  expressed,  and  after  that  gives 
her  an  annuity  of  £100  a  3  ear  for  life  Issuing  oul  of  the  estate.    Then 
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follows  [h\<  clause:  l<  And  for  prevention  of  any  difference  which  may 
hereafter  arise  concerning  the  inheritance  of  my  real  estate,  in  case  it. 
shall  so  happen  thai  all  my  three  children  shall  depart  this  life  without 
leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten  and  horn  of  any  of  their  bodies  and 
without  appointing  the  disposal  of  the  same,  then  and  in  such  case  I 
give  to  Ann  my  wife  £500  j"early  over  and  above  the  £100  already  men- 
tioned, payable  out  of  my  said  estate.     Also  1  give  £10  yearly  to  the 

ters  and  churchwardens  of  Crans field  to  be  disposed  in  charitable 
Also  1  give  all  m\  said  lands  unto  my  loving  cousins  Robert 
Perrott,  Richard  Perrott,  Thomas  Dell,  and  Robert  Dell."  The  sons 
and  the  daughter  all  died  under  twenty-one,  and  all  died  without 
making  any  disposition  of  the  estate  and  in  the  terms  of  this  will 
without  appointing  the  disposal  of  the  same.  The  devisees,  however, 
brought  ejectment,  and  upon  that  two  questions  appear  to  have  arisen: 
first,  whether  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  the  sons 
and  the  daughter  took  estates  tail  or  estates  in  fee;  and  secondlj-,  sup- 

_  they  did  take  estates  in  fee,  then,  whether  the  executory  devise 
over  in  the  event  of  their  all  dying  without  leaving  issue  lawfully  be- 

.  and  without  appointing  the  disposal  of  the  same  was  a  good 
executory  devise.  All  the  judges,  Lord  Chief  Justice  TVilles,  Mr. 
Justice  Ahney,  and  Mr.  Justice  Burnett,  agreed  in  opinion  it  was  a 
lee  in  favor  of  the  son;  and  then  came  the  question,  whether  the 
executory  devise  over  was  good.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes  and  Mr. 
Justice  Abney  delivered  their  opinions  that  the  executory  devise  was 
good  14)011  this  ground,  that  it  fell  within  the  period  allowed  by  law. 
That  was  the  opinion  which  they  gave  in  the  first  instance.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Burnett,  how  ever,  agreeing  that  the  sons  and  the  daughter  would 
take  in  fee  and  that  the  case  was  one  of  executory  devise,  and  agreeing 
also  that  the  executory  devise  would  take  effect  within  a  limited  period, 
addressed  himself  to  this  question,  what  was  the  effect  of  the  clause  in 
the  will  by  which  the  executory  devise  was  made  to  depend  upon  the 
sons  and  the  daughter  dying  without  appointing  the  disposal  of  the 

?  and  he  expressed  himself  thus  :   k-  But  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 

that  this  condition  or  contingency"  (it  is  very  important,  perhaps,  to 

words)    "  annexed  to  the  estate  of  the  children,  and 

lent  to  that  of  the  devisees'  estate,  is  a  void  condition,  and  con- 

:,'lv  the  devise  dependent  on  it  can  never  take  place.     A  con- 

dilion  or  contingency  repugnant  to  the  estate  devised  must  be  void. 

Thus,  a  devise  to  one  in  fey  upon  condition  that  he  shall  not  alien  is 

\  So  a   devise  in  lee,  upon   condition  that  the  wife  shall  not  he 

endowed,   or  the  husband   be  tenant  by  the   curtesy,  is  void,  because 

to  the  estate  devised.     80  feoffment  in  fee,  upon  condition 

that  feoffee's  daughters  Bhall  not  inherit,  is  void,  because  repugnant  to 

■ire  of  the  estate.     V.'hat  is  the  condition  here?    That  if  Thomas 

-ue,  his  heirs  shall   not  take   by  descent  but  by  appoint- 

-  B  devise  to  a  man's   heir-at-law,  or  grant  to  heirs,  is 

void  and  he  will  take  by  descent.     In  this  case,  therefore,  a  devise  in 
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fee  upon  the  condition  that  bis  heirs  shall  not  take  by  descent  unless 
he  specially  appoints  them  is  a  void  condition,  and  consequently  the 
devise  subsisting  on  that  condition  is  void."  Then  the  case  concluded 
thus :  Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes  and  Mr.  Justice  Abney  both  changed 
their  opinion  and  concurred  with  Mr.  Justice  Burnett  in  the  opinion  he 
expressed.  There  cannot  be  a  higher  authority  than  that  case,  either 
as  applicable  to  the  present  or  with  reference  to  the  weight  which  it 
derives  from  the  judges  by  whom  it  was  decided. 

These  cases  of  Jfttschamp  v.  Bluet,  Gulliver  v.  Vaux,  Ware  v. 
C"nu,  10  B.  &  C.  433,  referred  to,  are  nil  cases  of  real  estate,  and 
they  seem  to  me  clearly  to  prove  that,  upon  this  point,  there  is  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  cases  relating  to  real  and  personal  estate.  In  truth, 
the  decisions  in  both  cases  turn,  as  I  apprehend,  on  this :  the  law  has 
said,  that  if  a  man  dies  intestate,  the  real  estate  shall  go  to  the  heir, 
and  the  personal  estate  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  any  disposition  which 
tends  to  contravene  that  disposition  which  the  law  would  make  is 
against  the  policy  of  the  law,  and  therefore  void. 

In  the  argument  of  this  case,  great  reliance  was  placed,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  on  the  case  of  Doe  \.  Glover,  1  C.  B.  448  ;  but  in 
that  case  the  court  seems  to  me  to  have  proceeded  upon  the  ground, 
that  the  devise  over  was  not  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with  the  prior 
devise,  and  the  court,  therefore,  certainly  did  not  intend  to  disturb  the 
previous  authorities  on  the  principle  on  which  they  proceeded.  The 
devise  was  there  a  devise  in  fee,  and  in  case  the  devisee  should  not 
have  parted  with  or  disposed  of  the  same,  then  over.  The  court  was 
of  opiuion  that  he  could  not,  under  that,  dispose  of  it  by  will,  but  that 
the  testator  meant,  unless  there  was  a  parting  with  or  disposition  of 
State  by  deed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  first  devisee,  the  devisees  over 
would  take,  and  the  executory  devise  over  to  them  would  be  good.  I 
may  observe,  ton.  tbat  the  attention  of  the  court  seems  hardly  to  have 
been  drawn  to  the  point,  that  the  devise  over,  as  it  was  construed, 
took  away  the  testamentary  power  which  was  incident  to  the  fee  first 
devised.  Not  one  word  seems  to  have  fallen  from  the  court  or  from 
counsel  in  the  course  of  the  argument  as  to  the  efled  of  that  decision 
being  to  contravene  the  rule  of  law  by  which  every  devisee  in  lee  has  a 
testamentary  power.  But  it  is  plain,  on  looking  at  the  cases,  that  if  a 
man  aays  the  estate  shall  go  over  if  you  do  not  dispose  of  it  by  ilwd  ; 
he  Bays,  you  shall  not  have  that  power  which  the  law  gives  of  dis- 
position by  will.  Tbat  point  seems  uol  to  have  been  drawn  to  the 
attention  of  the   court,  and,  I  will  venture   to   add   that,  if  that  Case  of 

Doe  \.  Glover  i-*  to  be  considered  as  conflicting  with  the  other  authori* 

I  think  that  the  other  authorities,  and  especially  the   case   of   (,ul- 

lir,,-  v.  \'<iu.,-,  oughl  to  prevail  againsl  it. 
Another  case  was  referred  to,  Borton  v.  H<>rt<>n,  if>  Sim.  552, where 

the  disposition  was  to  the  daughter,  t<>  be  made  subject  to  her  disposi- 
tion ;  and  then  there  followed  :•  power  to  her  to  dispose  of  the  property 
by  will.     But  that  case  proceeded  entirely  on  the  particular  words  of 
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;':u   will.    The  Vice-Chancellor  <>t'   England  evidently  considered  the 

9  ••  t.)  be  subject  to  her  disposition  thereof,"  as  meaning  to  be 

I  to  In t  testamentary  disposition  ami  as  referring  to  the  ulterior 

power  of  testamentary  disposition  given  to  her.     The  case,  therefore, 

depends  entirely  upon  the  particular  language  of  the  will,  and  without 

saying  whether  it  is  consistent  or  inconsistent  with  the  case  of  Doe  v. 

16,  3    \    &  1  .  123,  and  the  principle  to  which  Mr.  Justice  Cole- 

referred  in  Doe  v.  Thomas, it  is  not  material  to  the  present  case. 

M  \  opinion  therefore  is,  that  the  answer  to  this  case  must  be  in  favor 

te  plaintiffs. 
Mr.    W.  M.  Jarm  s  and  Mr.  C.  Hail,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Mr.   11'.  Hislop  Clarke,  for  Mrs.  Godson. 

Mr.  Swan8ton  and  Mr.  C  T.  Simpson,  for  another  defendant. 
Mr.  Ztt  as  a//iicui>  curiae. 


SHAW  v.   FORD. 

Chancery  Division.     1877. 

[Reported  7  Ch.  D.  669.] 

William  Shaw,  by  his  will,  dated  the  31st  of  March,  1836,  devised 
as  follows :  — 

•I  do  hereby  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  my  four  sons,  Thomas 
Shaw.  John  Shaw,  William  Shaw,  and  Jesse  Shaw,  share  and  share 
alike,  all  and  every  of  those  my  thirteen  dwelling-houses  situate  in 
Wood  Street  and  Perry  Bank,  Lane  End,  in  the  parish  of  Stoke-upon- 
Tn  nt,  together  with  a  pew  in  the  south  aisle  of  Lane  End  Church,  to 
have  and  to  hold  subject  to  the  following  conditions.  First,  it  is  my 
will  and  desire  that  none  of  the  afore-mentioned  houses  or  lands,  with 
the  exception  of  my  large  garden  in  Perry  Bank,  be  disposed  of  either 
by  division,  assignment,  transfer,  or  sale,  without  the  written  consent 
and  approbation  of  each  and  every  of  them  my  four  sons,  Thomas  Shaw, 
John  Shaw,  William  Shaw,  and  Jesse  Shaw,  their  heirs,  assigns,  or 
representatives.  Secondly,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that,  if  need  be, 
the  afore-mentioned  garden  be  sold  to  meet  contingent  expenses;  and 
furthermore,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that,  until  the  before-mentioned 
distribution  of  the  property  is  made,  the  rents  and  proceeds  shall  come 
into  one  common  fund,  and  be  divided  equally  amongst  my  four  sons, 
Thomas  Shaw,  John  Shaw,  William  Shaw,  and  Jesse  Shaw,  namely, 
at  Midsummer  and  Christmas,  first  deducting  all  reasonable  and  neces- 
sary charges  for  the  proper  maintenance  and  good  repair  of  the  afore- 
said property,  which  repairs  are  to  be  deducted  out  of  the  rents. 
Furthermore,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that,  if  there  should  be  no  lawful 
;  .ution  of  this  my  property  during  the  natural  life  of  them  my 
four  sons,  Thomas  Shaw,  John  Shaw,  AVilliam  Shaw,  and  Jesse  Shaw, 


SECT.  II.]  SHAW    V.    FORD.  129 

it  shall  then  devolve  to  the  children  lawfully  begotten  of  them  my  four- 
sons.  And,  in  case  any  of  these  my  four  sons  should  die  without  issue, 
then  it  is  my  further  will  and  desire  that  the  half-yearly  share  of  the 
rents  so  possessed  or  intended  to  be  possessed  by  them  or  him  shall  in 
that  case  devolve  to  the  widow  or  widows  of  such  deceased  son  or  sons, 
to  be  by  them  received  and  enjoyed  so  long  as  they  retain  their  widow- 
hood, and  afterwards  it  shall  devolve  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of 
my  other  sons,  that  is  to  say,  to  my  grandchildren  and  to  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  be  divided  equally  amongst  them,  share  and  share  alike 
.  .  .  And,  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  all  my  estate 
and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  not  hereinbefore  effectually 
disposed  of,  I  do  hereby  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  to  be 
equally  divided  amongst  my  four  sous,  Thomas  Shaw,  John  Shaw, 
William  Shaw,  ami  Jesse  Shaw,  share  and  share  alike."'  And  the 
testator  appointed  his  sons  Thomas  Shaw  ami  John  Shaw  executors  of 
his  will.  The  testator  died  in  August,  1631,  and  his  will  was  after- 
wards proved  by  the  executors.  All  the  four  sons  survived  him.  By 
a  deed  dated  the  4th  of  October,  1-s^rf,  and  made  between  Jesse  Shaw 
and  Eleanor  his  wife  of  the  first  part,  John  Shaw  of  the  second  part, 
William  Shaw  of  the  third  part,  Thomas  Shaw  of  the  fourth  part,  and 
Frederick  Bishop  of  the  fifth  part,  and  duly  acknowledged  by  Eleanor 
Shaw,  Jesse  Shaw  (with  the  written  consent  of  Thomas,  John,  and 
William)  granted,  and  Eleanor  Shaw  released  to  Bishop  and  his  heirs, 
the  undivided  share  of  Jesse  Shaw  under  the  will  of  the  testator  in  the 
thirteen  dwelling-houses,  with  the  land  thereunto  belonging,  to  hold 
tin-  same  unto  Bishop  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  Thomas  Shaw,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever.  And  by  the  same  deed  Thomas  Shaw  (with 
the  written  consent  of  John,  William,  and  Jesse)  granted  unto  Bishop 
and  his  heirs  all  the-  undivided  share  of  Thomas  under   the  will   of  the 

tor  in  the  same  hereditaments,  to  hold  the  same  unto  Bishop  and 
hi-  heirs,  to  tin-  use  of  Thomas  Shaw,  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever. 
William  Shaw  died  in  1846  intestate,  leaving  the  plaintiff  George 
Shaw,  his  eldest  -on,  and  three  other  children  him  surviving.  John 
Shaw,  by  his  will,  dated  the  3d  of  February,  1851,  devised  all  his  real 
to  trustees  on  certain  trusts,  and  he  died  on  the  1th  of  Novem- 
i    :.  1853.    Thomas  Shaw,  by  his  will,  dated  the  14th  of  "September, 

.  devised  In-  real  estate  to  trustees  on  certain  trusts  for  the  beuefil 

Of  his  wile  and  children,  and  he  died  in   1859. 

The  l.ill  iii  the  suit,  was  Bled  in  April,  1874,  b\  George  Shaw  against 

grandchildren  and  great-grandchildren  of  the  testator,  and  it  prayed  thai 

the  rights  and  interests  of  mi  parties  interested  in  the  thirteen  houses, 

with  the  land  attached  thereto  (other  than  the  garden  at  Perrj  Bank), 

ed  i>v  the  testator's  will,  mighl  be  ascertained  and  declared  by  the 

court  ;  that  the  houses  mighl  be  -old  under  the  direction  of  the  court, 
and  the  proceeds  "I'  -ale  divided  among  the   person-,   interested   therein 

according  to  their  respective  Interests,  or  that  a  partition  of  the  property 
mighl  be  made. 

\  ol..     VI.  —  'J 
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■,  Q  C.,  and   //.  M.   Williams,  for  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants in  the  Bame  interest 

/'  yd*  »,  tor  grandchildren. 
S     ft  i.  (br  another  grandchild. 

Fin  .  .1.     Tin"  question  in  this  case  arises  on  the  will  of  a  testator  of 

the  Dame  of  William  Shaw,  ami  it  is  shortly  this:  whether  or  not  a 

certain  executory  devise  is  valid  or  invalid,  the  plaintiff  asserting  its 

iitv.    and  some  of  the  defendants   asserting  its   validity.     [His 

I.onUlhp  stated  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and  continued: — ] 

Now,  the  first  question  is  what  estate  do  the  four  sons  take  in  this 
specifically  devised  property,  before  we  come  to  that  portion  of  the  will 
which  gives  it  over  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  lawful  distribution? 
In  niv  opinion  the  sons  take  estates  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple. 
1  think  that  itis  clear  they  take,  if  at  all,  as  tenants  in  common,  be- 
cause they  are  to  take  -share  and  share  alike."  The  only  question 
which  requires  any  attention  is,  whether  they  take  for  life  or  in  fee  simple. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  expression  of  the  testator's  desire  that  none 
of  the  houses  be  disposed  of  either  "  by  division,  assignment,  transfer, 
or  sale  without  the  written  consent  of  each  and  ever}-  of  the  four  sons, 
their  heirs,  assigns,  or  representatives,"  shows  that  the  testator  con- 
sidered the  heirs  of  the  four  sons  as  having  an  estate  in  the  property, 
which  the}'  could  only  have  in  the  event  of  its  being  a  fee  simple  estate. 
There  is.  in  my  opinion,  a  devise  of  this  particular  property  to  the  four 
a  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee. 

Then  comes  the  devise  over  which  I  have  already  read.  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  terms  are,  "  if  there  should  be  no  lawful  distribution  of 
this  my  property  during  the  natural  life  of  these  my  four  sons,"  and 
then  it  is  given  over  in  a  certain  way  the  details  of  which  I  will  not 
repeat. 

Now,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  period  during  which  the  contin- 
gency there  referred  to  may  arise  is  "  the  natural  life  of  the  four  sons," 
that  is  to  say,  the  period  of  the  joint  lives  of  all  the  four  sons.  The 
next  inquiry  is,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  event  which  constitutes  the 
contingency  upon  which  the  executory  devise  is  to  take  effect.  It  is  if 
there  is  no  lawful  distribution  of  the  property  amongst  the  four  sons,  in 
other  words,  in  the  absence  of  a  partition  during  their  joint  lives.  Now 
the  right  of  all  the  tenants  in  common  of  an  estate  is,  if  they  so  think 
fit.  to  enjoy  it,  not  in  severalty,  but  as  tenants  in  common  of  an  un- 
divided estate  ;  and  therefore  the  contingency,  in  its  nature,  is  the  exer- 
of  a  right  which  attaches  to  ever}'  tenant  in  common  of  an  undivided 
te. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  at  what  period  is  that  executory  devise  over  to 
take  effect,  if  at  all.  The  answer  is  that  it  is  to  take  effect  at  the  death 
of  each  of  the  four  sons.  It  is  quite  true,  as  I  have  already  pointed  out, 
that  the  period  during  which  it  may  arise  is  that  of  the  joint  lives,  and 
therefore  it  will  take  effect  with  regard  to  the  son  who  dies  first  at  the 
moment  when  the  contingency  is  determined ;  but  with  regard  to 
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the  other  sons  the  contingency  will  he  determined  at  an  earlier  period 
than  their  deaths,  though  the  devise  will  come  into  operation  at  the 
death  of  each  of  them  respective!}'. 

Now  that  being  so,  I  have  to  inquire  what  are  the  general  principles 
of  law  applicable  to  such  a  case  ?  They  may,  I  conceive,  be  stated  in 
this  way.  Prima  facie,  and  speaking  generally,  an  estate  given  b\* 
will  may  be  defeated  on  the  happening  of  any  event ;  but  that  general     a  . 

rule  is  subject  to  many  and  important  exceptions.     One  of  those  excep-   ff^O^tu^U^ 
tions  may,  in  my  opinion,  be  expressed  in  this  manner,  that  any  execu-  t^w  Awfri 
tory  devise,  defeating  or  abridging  an   estate  in  fee  by  altering  the  (J      ■ 
course  of  its  devolution,  which  is  to  take  effect  at  the  moment  of  devo-  -jpt<tfVv~    (X — 
lution  and  at  no  other  time,  is  bad.     The  reason  alleged  for  that  is  the  ^LiMtdlU^ 
contradiction  or  contrariety  between  the  principle  of  law  which  regulates 
the  devolution  of  the  estate  and  the  executory  devise  which  is  to  take 
effect  only  at  the  moment  of  devolution,  and  to  alter  its  course.     I  am* 
not  bound  to  inquire  into  the  logical  sufficiency  of  the  reason  given, ' 
because  it  appears  to  me  that  the  exception  is  well  established  by  the., 
cases  of  Gulliver  v.   Vaux,  8  D.  M.  &  G.  167,  n.  ;  Holmes  v.  Godson, 
Ibid.  152;  and   Ware  v.  Cann,  10  B.  &  C.  433.     Another  exception 
to  the  general  proposition  which  I  have  stated  is  this,  that  any  execu- 
tory devise  which  is  to  defeat  an  estate,  and  which  is  to  take  effect  on 
the  exercise  of  any  of  the  rights  incident  to  that  estate,  is  void ;  and 
there  again  the  alleged  reason  is  the  contrariety  or  contradiction  exist- 
ing between  the  nature  of  the  estate  given  and  the  nature  of  the  execu- 
tory devise  over.    A  very  familiar  illustration  is  this,  that  any  executory 
de\  ise  to  take  effect  on  an  alienation,  or  an  attempt  at  alienation,  is 
void,  because  the  right  of  alienation  is  incident  to  every  estate  in  fee 
simple  as  to  every  other  estate.     Another  illustration  of  the  same  prin- 
ciple is  that  which  arises  where  the  executory  devise  over  is  made  to 
take  effect  upon  not  alienating,  because  the  right  to  en  joy  without  alien- 
ation is  incident  to  the  estate  given.     Now  that  exception  is  fully  justi- 
fied by  the  cases  of  Bradley  v.  Peixoto,  3  Ves.  324  ;  Hoss  v.  Ross,  1 
Jac.  &  W.  lot  ;  and  In  re  Yalden,  1  D.  M.  &  G.  53.     It  is  true  that 
in  some  of  the  earlier  cases,  such  as  Doe  v.  Glover,  1  C.  B.  448,  and    f\    _/_•    Ji— 
Watkins  v.   Williams,  3  Mac.  &  G.  622, (a  distinction  was  taken  be-  ^MMa,<Ui^ 
tween  realty  and  personal tyj but  that  was  overruled  in  Holmes  v.  God-  /isU-Aul&Ijl. 
son,  and  it  never  had   anything  in  the  nature  of  principle  or  reason  to 
Biipport  it.    I  think,  therefore,  that  these  exceptions  to  the  general  rule 

are  well  established. 

That  being  so,  it  only  remains  to  be  observed  that  the  executory 
devise  in  the  present  case  is  within  both  of  these  exceptions.  It  is 
within  the  first,  because,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  although  the  period 
during  which  the  contingency  is  to  be  determined  is  that  of  the  joint 

lives  of  the  four  sons,  the  time  a  I,  which  the  devise  over  is  to  take  effect 
is  the  death  of  each  of  the  sons,  thai  is,  the  moment  when  the  estate 
devolves.  It  takes  effect  at  the  momenl  of  devolution,  but  at  no  other 
time,  and  altering,  as  every  executory  devise  must  alter,  the  course  of 
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devolution,  it  is  bad  upon  thai  ground.  It  is  equally  bad  under  the 
second  exception,  because  the  event  upon  which  it  is  to  take  effect  is 
cercise  of  a  right  which  is  incident  to  the  estate  in  fee  simple 
tlreadv  given  to  the  tenants  in  common,  namely,  the  right  to  enjoy 
without  alienation.  It  is  bad  as  being  a  gift  over  upon  the  exercise  of 
that  right. 

For  these  reasons  1  hold  that  the  plaintiffs  contention  is  correct.  I 
make  a  declaration  to  the  effect  that  the  devise  over  is  had,  and  that 
the  four  Bona  took  estates  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple.  There 
will  be  a  decree  for  sale  and  distribution  of  the  fund. 


JACKSON  v.  ROBINS. 

Nkvv  Yore  Court  of  Errors.     1819. 

[Reported  16  J<>h  ns.  537.] 

The  Chancellor  [Kent].1  This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  brought 
by,  or  on  behalf  of  Catharine  Neilson,  formerly  Catharine  Ducr,  and  one 
of  the  daughters  of  Lord  Stirling. 

It  appears,  by  the  special  verdict,  that  Lord  Stirling  was,  on  the  1st 
of  January,  1771,  seised  in  fee,  of  a  tract  of  3,000  acres  of  land  in 
Wallkill,  in  the  now  county  of  Orange,  and  of  which  the  premises  in 
question  arc  a  part.  That  in  that  year,  Ann  Waddell  recovered  a 
judgment  against  him,  for  £7,790  of  debt,  and  which  judgment,  upon 
the  death  of  Ann  Waddell,  was  revived  by  scire  facias,  in  1 77">.  That 
Lord  Stirling  died  in  1783;  and.  in  1788,  the  executors  of  Ann  Wad- 
dell, undertook  to  revive  and  enforce  the  judgment  against  the  repre- 
sentatives  of  Lord  Stirling.  A  scire  facias  was,  accordingly,  sued  out 
of  the  Supreme  Court  in  that  year,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  New  York, 
and  commanding  him  to  give  notice  to  the  heirs  of  Lord  Stirling,  and 
to  the  tenants  of  the  lands  in  his  bailiwick,  which  were  bound  by  the 
judgment,  to  show  cause,  if  any  they  had,  why  the  debt  should  not  be 

I  on  those  lands.  To  this  writ  of  scire  facias  the  sheriff  returned, 
that  he  had  made  known  to  .Mary  Watts  and  Catharine  Duer,  who  were 
daughters  and  heiresses  of  Lord  Stirling,  to  appear  in  the  Supreme 

.  and  Bhow  cause,  if  any.  why  the  debt  should   not  be  levied  on 
lands.     The  sheriff  further  returned,  that  there  were  no  other 

of  Lord  Stilling,  nor  any  other  tenants,  or  any  lands  in  his  baili- 
wick, bound  by  the  judgment.     The  heirs  did  not  appear  according  to 

immons,  hut  made  default,  and  judgment  was  thereupon  awarded, 
that  the   executors  of  Waddell  should  have  execution  against  those 

of  the   lands  which  were  of  Lord  Stirling,  in  1771,  and  in  their 
and   possession.     In  the  same  year,  execution  issued   upon  the 
1  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chancellor. 
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judgment  so  revived,  to  the  sheriff  of  Ulster,  commanding  him  to  levy 
the  debt  and  costs  of  the  lands  in  his  bailiwick,  whereof  Lord  Stirling 
was  seised  in  1771,  and  in  the  hands  and  possession  of  those  heirs. 
The  sheriff  stated,  that  he  had  seized  certain  lands  which  were  of  Lord 
Milling,  and  of  which  he  was  seised  in  1771,  in  the  hands  and  posses- 
sion of  those  heirs,  and  sold  them  to  John  Taylor.  The  premises  in 
question  were  part  of  the  lands  so  seized  and  sold,  and  John  Taylor, 
in  1794,  conveyed  them  to  Samuel  Harlow,  who  entered  into  posses- 
sion, and  in  1795,  sold  them  to  the  father  of  the  present  defendant, 
who  continued  in  possession  from  1795  to  1814,  when  he  died,  and  the 
estate  descended  to  the  defendant,  as  his  son  and  heir  at  law. 

From  this  state  of  facts,  it  appears  that  here  has  been  an  actual  bona 
_fde  possession,  under  the  sheriff's  deed,  of  25  years,  and  it  is  31  years 
since  Catharine  Duer  was  personally  summoned,  as  one  of  the  heirs  of 
Lord  Stirling,  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment  debt  against  Lord  Stir- 
ling should  not  be  levied.  The  defence  set  up  against  this  action  is 
twofold,  and  consists,  1.  Of  a  title  under  the  sheriff's  deed:  2.  Of  a 
legal  protection  under  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  If  this  defence  should 
prove  ineffectual,  then  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Catharine  Neilson,  as 
one  of  the  daughters  and  heirs  of  Lord  Stirling,  would  be  entitled  to 
an  undivided  moiety  of  the  premises.  But  she  sets  up  a  claim  to  the 
whole  land,  not  as  heir,  but  as  devisee  under  her  father.  Lord  Stirling, 
by  his  will,  devised  "  all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  whatsoever,  unto 
his  wife  Sarah,  to  hold  the  same  to  her,  her  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns  ;  but  in  case  of  her  death,  without  giving,  devising,  and 
bequeathing  by  will,  or  otherwise  selling  or  assigning  the  said  estate, 
or  any  part  thereof,  then  he  devised  all  such  estate,  or  all  such  parts 
thereof  as  should  so  remain  unsold,  undevised  or  unbequeathed,  unto 
his  daughter  Catharine  Duer.  to  hold  the  same  to  her,  her  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns."  The  claim,  however,  whether  as  heiress, 
or  as  devisee,  is  still  under  Lord  Stilling,  and  subject  to  the  judgment 
of  Ann  Waddell.  In  whatever  shape  Catharine  Duer,  now  Catharine 
Neilson,  may  put  forward  her  claim,  she  still  is  the  very  person  who 
was  personally  summoned  in  1788,  to  show  cause  why  that  judgment 
should  not  be  levied,  and  who,  by  her  silence  and  default,  admitted  she 
had  nothing  to  Bay. 

N..ne  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  arc  the  subject  of  dispute.  The  exis- 
tence and  validity  of  the  judgment  debt,  at  the  time  of  the  scire  facias, 
and  of  the  sheriffs  sali'.  is  not  questioned.  That  the  premises  were 
owned  by  Lord  Stirling,  in  1771,  and  legally  bound  by  the  judgment, 
la  not  denied:  tbattheywere  unoccupied  in  1788,  and  that  there  was 
do  actual  t.nant  upon  the  land  to  summon,  is  granted.  Neither  the, 
original  judgment,  nor  the  judgment   upon  the  scire  facias,  nor  the 

i , mien  thereon,  have  ev<  r  been  impeached,  either  by  a  writ  of  error, 

or  by  application  to  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  gr 1  of  irregularity. 

They  all  stand,  to  this  moment,  and  after  a  lapse  of  upwards  of  thirty 
yean,  as   valid  proceedings,  upon  record.    The  defence,  therefore,  in 
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any  view  of  the  case,  is  very  imposing:  and  if,  in  the  face  of  all  these 
the  chum  of  the  heir  or  devisee  could  be  sustained  in  an  action 
of  ejectment,  against  the  present  defendant,  I  should  apprehend  that  it 
would  communicate  a  very  injurious  insecurity  to  title  under  judgment 
and  execution. 

l.  rhe  Brs1  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  defendant  has  not 
a  good  title  under  the  sheriffs  deed. 

I  ["his  part  of  the  cpinion  is  omitted.  The  learned  Chancellor  was 
of  opinion  that  the  defendant  had  a  good  title  under  the  sheiilfs  deed.] 

It'  1  am  correct  on  this  branch  of  the  defence,  it  would  be  unneces- 
sary to  go  farther.  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  must  be 
affirmed.  But,  perhaps,  my  opinion  may  not  meet  with  the  entire  eon- 
currence  '>f  the  court,  on  this  point;  and  as  the  other  head  of  the  de- 
fence arising  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  occupied  the  largest  and 
mosl  intricate  part  of  the  argument  of  the  counsel,  I  should  not  feel 
satisfied  with  myself,  if  1  did  not  pay  some  attention  to  so  learned  a 
discussion. 

If  Lady  Stirling  took  an  estate  in  fee  under  the  will  of  Lord  Stirling, 
then  at  her  death,  Mrs.  Neilson  would  have  been  entitled,  as  one  of  her 
heirs,  to  an  equal  undivided  moiety  of  all  her  interest  in  the  premises. 
But  if  Lady  Stirling  took  a  fee,  then  an  adverse  possession  commenced 
when  Harlow  entered  into  possession  under  John  Taylor,  in  1794,  and 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  began  to  run  against  her,  for  she  was  then 
under  no  disabilit}'.  "When  the  Statute  once  begins  to  run,  it  continues 
to  run  until  the  twenty  years  have  expired,  and,  therefore,  not  only 
Lady  Stirling,  but  all  who  claim  under  her  by  will  or  b}r  inheritance, 
were  bound  in  1814,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  The 
question,  therefore,  as  to  what  estate  Lady  Stirling  took  under  the  will, 
becomes  material  only  by  its  influence  upon  this  other  question  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations ;  and  it  was  quite  entertaining  to  see  how  indus- 
triously and  profoundby  the  counsel  were  obliged  to  labor  upon  the  one 
question  mereby  to  bring  it  to  bear  upon  the  other. 

This  question  is  also  supposed  to  have  been  decided  by  this  court  in 
tin  former  cause  of  Jackson  v.  Delancy,  13  Johns.  537.  But,  I  appre- 
hend, that  the  decision  of  this  court  in  that  case  does  not  rest  at  all  upon 
this  point,  and  I  barely  mentioned  in  the  opinion  which  I  then  delivered, 
that  Lady  Stirling  did  take  a  fee  under  Lord  Stirling's  will,  and  that  the 
devise  over  to  his  daughter  Catharine  Duerwas  not  a  good  limitation  by 
way  of  executory  devise.  I  relied  for  this  upon  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme  Court  in  Jackson  v.  Bull,  10  Johns.  Rep.  19,  and  observed,  that 
nothing  had  been  urged  to  show  why  that  decision  was  not  to  be  re- 
garded  as  correct.  It  is^A**AjH$cision,  then,  and  not  the  one  in  this 
court,  which  I  think  i^NHo-ris^his  question.  If  that  decision  be  sound, 
then,  according  to  the  principle  of  it,  Lady  Stirling  did  take  an  estate 
:  and,  notwithstanding  all  that  has  been  said  or  suggested  to  the 
contrary  in  the  court  below  (vide  15  Johns.  Rep.  171,  172),  I  am 
obliged  still  to  be  of  the  opinion,  that  it  was  a  well-founded  decision. 


Jw-i 
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Suffer  me,  for  one  moment,  to  re-examine  its  foundations.  Redit 
labor  actus  in  orbem. 

The  testator,  in  that  case,  devised  to  his  son  Moses,  and  to  his  heirs  [j  AfO  q  4 
and  assigns  forever,  a  lot  of  land,  and  then  added,  that  in  case  tys  son  | ' 
should  die  without  lawful  issue,  the  property  *Ae  died  possessed  of,  he 
gave  to  his  son  Young.  Moses,  the  son,  did  die  in  possession  of  the 
property,  and  without  lawful  issue,  but  he  devised  it  by  will,  to  his  wife 
and  others,  under  whom  the  plaintiff  claimed,  in  opposition  to  the  de- 
vise over  to  the  other  son. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  the  limitation  over  by 
wa\~  of  executory  devise,  was  void,  because  repugnant  to  the  absolute 
power  of  disposal  given  by  the  will  to  Moses,  who  was  thereb}'  enabled 
to  defeat  it.  The  court  unanimously  acceded  to  that  principle,  and 
cited  authorities  in  support  of  it,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  first  case  that  the  court  then  relied  upon,  was  that  of  The  Attor- 
ney-General v.  Hall,  Fitzg.  314,  decided  in  1731  by  Lord  Chancellor 
King,  assisted  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  and  Chief  Baron  Reynolds. 
Hall,  the  testator,  owning  real  and  personal  estate,  gave  it,  bj'  will,  to 
his  son,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  bod}-,  and  if  he  should  die,  leaving  no 
heirs,  then  he  gave  so  much  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  as  his  son 
should  be  possessed  of  at  his  death,  to  the  Goldsmiths'  Company  at 
London,  for  charitable  purposes.  A  limitation  over  for  such  a  purpose 
had  strong  claims  upon  the  protection  of  a  court  of  chancery,  and  I 
hope  that  I  may  be  excused  for  making,  as  a  passing  remark,  that  the 
will  awakens  interesting  associations  from  another  circumstance,  which 
is,  that  Sir  Isaac  Newton  was  one  of  the  executors.  The  son  alienated 
the  real  estate  by  a  common  recovery,  and  bequeathed  the  personal 
estate  by  will  to  his  wife,  and  died  without  issue.  The  question  arose 
between  the  wife,  claiming  under  the  will,  and  the  Goldsmiths'  Com- 
pany claiming  by  virtue  of  the  limitation  over  on  the  event  of  the  son 
dying  without  issue.  The  case  was  fully  and  ably  argued,  and  there 
was  no  distinction  made  between  the  real  and  the  personal  estate,  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  Limitation  over.  The  court  were  unanimously  of 
the  opinion,  that  the  Goldsmiths' Company  bad  no  valid  claim,  and  that 
the  limitation  over  was  void,  because  the  absolute  ownership  had  been 
given  to  the  son  ;  for  the  property  was  given  to  him  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body,  and  the  company  were  to  have  no  more  than  he  should  leave 
unspent,  and,  therefore,  he  had  a  power  to  dispose  of  the  whole.  The 
words  that  gave  him  an  estate  tail  in  the  land,  gave  him  the  entire 
property  in  the  persona]  estate,  and  nothing  remained  to  be  given  over 
by  the  testator. 

The  point  of  that  case  then  was.  that  where  an  estate  is  given  to  a 
man.  and  the  heirs  of  his   body,  with   a   power  of  disposal,  at    his  own 

will  and  pleasure,  it  carries  with  it  an  absolute  ownership,  repugnant  to 

any    limitation   over,  ami   destructive   of  it.     The    court   did    not  make 

any  distinction  between  the  real  and  persona]  estate,  and  say,  thai  the 

limitation  over  was  good  as  to  the  one.  and  void  as  to  the  other.      They 
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Baid,  generally,  that  the  limitation  over  in  the  will  was  void,  because 
the  testator  gave  the  son  an  unqualified  power  t<>  spend  the  whole. 

The  other  case  that  the  court  relied  <>n  in  Jackson  v.  Hull,  was 
.  5  Mass.  Rep.  500,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massa- 
ohusetts,  in  1805.  There  the  testator  gave  by  will,  to  his  son.  ami  to 
his  heirs  anil  assigns  forever,  certain  real  ami  personal  estate,  and  then 
added,  that  if  the  son  died  without  heirs,  the  estate  which  ho  should 
was  to  be  equally  divided  between  two  other  persons.  The  son 
did  die  without  leaving  heirs,  ami  the  question  arose  between  those 
claiming  the  real  estate  under  the  limitation  over,  ami  those  claiming 
it  under  a  conveyance  from  the  son.  The  opinion  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered  by  the  late  Ch.  J.  Parsons,  whose  eharacter,  as  a  lawyer  and  a 
is  held  in  universal  reverence,  lie  cited  and  relied  upon  the 
case  of  77/-  Attorney- General  v.  Hall,  and  said,  that  "whenever  it 
is  the  clear  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  devisee  should  have  an 
absolute  property  in  the  estate  devised,  a  limitation  must  be  void,  be- 
cause it  is  inconsistent  with  the  absolute  property  supposed  in  the  first 
devisee.  And  a  right  in  the  first  devisee  to  dispose  of  the  estate  de- 
vised, at  his  pleasure,  and  not  a  mere  power  of  specifying  who  may 
take,  amounts  to  an  unqualified  gift."  He  then  applied  the  rule  to 
the  case  before  him,  and  observed,  that  "  the  absolute  unqualified 
interest  in  the  estate  devised,  was  given  to  the  son,  which  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  limitation  over,  and,  consequently,  the  limitation  was 
void." 

The  error,  in  the  case  of  JacJcson  v.  Bull,  said  the  learned  counsel, 
was  in  applying  the  English  case  to  the  real  estate,  when  it  was  appli- 
cable only  to  chattels.  But  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  were 
then  in  the  same  error,  for  they  equally  so  applied  it.  "  The  limitation 
over,"  says  Chief  Justice  Parsons,  "makes  no  distinction  between  the 
nal  and  personal  estate,  operating  only  on  such  part  of  either,  as  the 
Bret  devisee  should  leave."  In  both  of  those  cases,  the  devise  was  of 
leal  and  personal  estate  in  the  same  sentence,  and  the  same  limitation 
over  was  created  as  to  each  ;  and  neither  the  English,  nor  the  Massa- 
chusetta  court,  admitted  any  difference  in  the  rule  of  construction,  or  in 
the  operation  of  the  power  of  alienation,  whether  applied  to  the  limita- 
tion of  the  real  or  of  the  personal  estate. 

I  do  not  know  that  either  of  those  two  last  decisions  have  ever  been 

questioned  m  any  court,  or  by  any  author.     They  were  pronounced  by 

the-  highest  judicial  authorities;   and  Lord  Ilardwicke  (1  Ves.  10)  gives 

action  to  the  accuracy  of  the  English  case.     JJcccAcruft  v.  Broome 

1  Term,   111,  decided   in    the   K.  P.  in  1791,  is   in  confirmation  of  the 

doctrii  prior  case.     That  was  the  case  of  a  devise  to  B.  and  his 

and  if  he  die  without  having  settled,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  the 

.  or  without  leaving  issue  of  his   body,  then  the  devise  over.     B. 

sold   the-  premises  in  fee.  ami  died  without  issue,  and  the  question  was, 

whether  the  purchaser  took  an  estate  in  fee,  and  the  K.  B.  held  clearly 

that  he  did.     The  decision  is  entirely  conformable  to  the  doctrine  in  The 


SECT.  II.]    .  JACKSON    V.   ROBINS.  137 

AttorneyH  General  v.  Hall,  and  Jde  v.  JWe,  and  Jackson  v.  Bull ;  but 
a  single  {/xpression  of  Lord  Kenyon  is  seized  upon,  and  great  reliance 
was  placed  upon  it  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause.  Lord 
Kenyon  said  (and  it  must  have  been  in  loose  conversation  on  the 
bench),  that  if  the  case  had  turned  on  the  question  whether  that  was 
an  estate  tail  in  B.,  he  should  have  thought  it  extremely  clear  that  on 
failure  of  the  first  limitation,  the  second  ought  to  have  taken  effect  as 
an  executory  devise.  Perhaps,  the  meaning  of  Lord  Kenyon  is  not  to 
be  clearly  understood.  It  was  an  observation  not  required  by  the  de- 
cision, nor  applicable  to  the  point ;  but  let  it  mean  what  it  may,  arc  we 
to  permit  such  a  loose  remark  to  be  of  airy  weight  or  consideration,  in 
opposition  to  the  deliberate  and  solemn  judgments  of  the  courts?  It  is 
enough,  I  apprehend,  merely  to  mention  such  a  dictum,  and  then  to 
pass  it  by  in  silence. 

If  we  now  apply  these  cases  to  the  will  of  Lord  Stirling,  we  cannot 
but  be  struck  with  their  perfect  and  controlling  application.  He  does, 
in  the  first  place,  devise  and  bequeath  unto  his  wife  Sarah,  all  his  real 
and  i"  rsonal  estate  whatsoever,  to  hold  the  same  to  her,  her  executors, 
administrators  <i,i<1  assigns.  This  was  a  gift  in  fee.  The  word  estate, 
in  a  will,  carries  the  land  and  all  the  testator's  interest  in  it.  It  is 
genus  generalissimum,  said  Lord  Holt,  Countess  of  Bridgwater  v. 
Duki  of  Bolton,  1  Salk.  236,  and  includes  all  things  real  and  personal. 
The  words  all  his  estate  are,  in  a  will,  descriptive  cf  his  fee  ;  and  in  a 
subsequent  case,  Harry  v.  Edgworth,  2  P.  Wins.  523,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls,  referring  to  this  opinion  of  holt,  said,  that  the  law  was  then 
settled  on  the  point,  and  that  the  word  estate  comprehended  not  only 
the  thing,  but  the  interest  in  it ;  and  as  it  had  been  agreed  and  settled 
to  convey  a  fee'  in  a  will,  it  would  be  dangerous  to  refine  upon  it.  So 
again,  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  /«.'«  v.  //arret/,  ~>  Burr.  2638,  that  the 
word  estate  in  a  will,  carried  everything,  unless  tied  down  by  particular 
expressions.  And  in  a  subsequent  case,  Holdfast  v.  Marten,  1  Term 
Rep  111,  Mr.  .1.  Culler  said,  that  the  word  estate  was  the  most  general 
word  that  could  in'  used,  and  words  of  restraint  must  be  added  to  make 
it  carry  less  than  a  fee.  And  lastly  (for  I  will  not  fatigue  myself  with 
further  citations  oil  the  point),  Mr.  .1.  Patterson,  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  declared,  3  Cranch,  13-4,  that  the  word  estate  was 
the  most  general,  significant,  and  operative  word,  that  can  be  used  in  a 
will  ;   and  it  comprehends  both  the  land  and  the  inheritance. 

We  may  say,  then,  that  Lord  Stirling,  by  the  first  part  of  his  will, 
gave  an  estate  in  fee  t<»  his  wife.  So  he.  also,  repeated  this  gift  of  a 
fee,  by  the  ue\t  clause  in  the  u  ill,  \\  1 1 1 •  1 1  he  admits  expressly,  that  she  has 

the  power  and  the  right  to  <jir<:,  »/-  vise,  ami  bequeath,  or  sell  or  assign 
■■it, .  or  any  j><irt  ttu  r>  of.    This  power,  of  itself,  is  an  attribute  of 

ownership,  and  carries  with  it  a   fee.     Thus,  as  early  as   6    F.liz.,  Dali- 

Bon's  Rep.  58,  it  was  held  by  the  judges,  that  if  a  man  devises  land  to 

his  wife,  to  dispose  of  and  employ  it  upon  herself  and  her  son,  at  her 
pleasure,  she  takes  a  fee.     So   again,  Lord  Coke  says,  Co.  Lit.  9,  G, 
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that  if  a  man  devises  land  to  another,  t<>  give  and  to  sell ;  this  amounts 

t.»  a  devise  in  fee;  tor,  in  a  will,  the  word  heirs  is  not  necessary  to 

:m  estate  of  inheritance.    There  are  many  other  cases  to  the 

same  effect,  which  1  nod  not  particularly  mention  (Moor.  57;  2  Atk. 

2  Johns.  Rep.  891 ).  and  we  may  lav  it  down  as  an  incontrovertible 

tat  where  an  estate  is  given  to  a  person  generally, or  indefinitely, 
with  a  power  of  disposition,  it  carries  a  fee;  and  the  only  exception  to 
the  rule  is.  where  the  testator  <:ives  to  the  first  taker  an  estate  for  life 
c/(/v.  by  certain  and  express  words,  and  annexes  to  it  a  power  of  dis- 
posal. In  that  particular  and  special  case,  the  devisee  for  life  will  not 
take  an  estate  in  fee.  notwithstanding  the  distinct  and  naked  gift  of  a 
power  <'f  disposition  of  the  reversion.  This  distinction  is  carefully 
marked  and  settled  in  the  cases.  Totnlinson  v.  Dic/hton,  1  Salk.  239; 
1  P.  Wins,  l  19,  s.  ■'.  ;  Crossling  v.  Crossling,  2  Cox,  396;  Reid  v. 
-      -gold,  10  Yes.  370  ;    Goodtitle  v.  Otway,  2  Wils.  6. 

The  question  then  occurs,  was  the  limitation  over  to  Mrs.  Duer  valid, 
after  the  creation  of  such  an  estate  in  fee.  The  words  of  the  will  were, 
that  "in  ease  of  the  death  of  his  wife,  without  giving,  devising,  and 
bequeathing  by  will,  or  otherwise  selling  or  assigning  the  estate,  or  any 
part  thereof,  he  doth  give  and  devise  all  such  estate  as  should  so  remain 
unsold,  undevised,  or  unbequeathed  to  his  daughter,  Lady  Catharine 
Duer."  &c.  This  limitation  over,  must  be  either  as  a  remainder,  or  as 
an  executory  devise,  and  it  is  impossible  that  it  should  be  either,  upon 
any  known  principles  of  law.  No  remainder  can  be  limited  after  an 
estate  in  fee,  and,  therefore,  if  a  devise  be  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  if 
he  die  without  heirs,  then  to  B.,  the  remainder  is  repugnant  to  the  estate 
in  fee,  and  void.  Preston  v.  Funnell,  Willes'  Rep.  1G4  ;  Pells  v. 
r>r<><rji.  2d  point.  Cro.  Jac.  590.  Nor  can  the  limitation  over  operate 
by  way  of  executory  devise,  because  the  power  to  dispose  of  the  estate 
by  will  or  deed,  which  Lord  Stirling  gave  to  his  wife,  is  fatal  to  the 
existence  of  that  species  of  interest.  It  is  a  clear  and  settled  rule  of 
law.  that  an  executory  devise  cannot  be  prevented  or  defeated  by  any 
'.n  of  the  estate  out  of  which,  or  after  which,  it  is  limited,  or  by 
any  mode  of  conveyance.  It  cannot  be  created,  and  it  cannot  live 
under  such  a  power  in  the  first  taker.  "These  limitations,"  sa3-s  Mr. 
J.  Powell,  Scatterwood  \.  Edge,  1  Salk.  229,  "make  estates  unalien- 
able, for  every  executory  devise  is  a  perpetuity,  as  far  as  it  goes,  that 

jay,  it  is  an  estate  unalienable,  though  all  mankind  join  in  the 
conveyance."  Vidi  also,  2  Fearne,  p.  51,  by  Powell;  2  Saund.  388, 
d.  note.     We  are  obliged,  therefore,  to  have  recourse  to  the  explicit  and 

i  doctrine,  in  the  cases  of  The  Attorney  General  v.  Hall,  and  of 
Tdt  v.  I'l>,  and  of  Jackson  v.  Pull,  and  say,  that  an  absolute  owner- 

r  capacity  to  sell,  in  the  first  taker,  and  a  vested  right  by  way  of 
devise  in  another,  which  cannot  be  affected  by  such  aliena- 
tly  incompatible  estates,  and  repugnant  to  each  other, 
and  the  latter  is  to  be  rejected  as  void. 

'dearly  intended  to  give  his  wife  an  estate  in  fee.     The 
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words  amount  to  demonstration  of  that  intention.  If  she  sold  the 
land,  she  was  not  accountable  for  the  proceeds.  She  could  not  be 
chargeable  with  waste,  and  she  might  mortgage,  or  encumber  the  land, 
for  that  is  included  in  the  right  to  give,  and  sell,  and  assign.  And 
when  he  attempted  to  engraft  an  executoiy  devise  or  limitation  over, 
upon  a  fee  with  such  an  absolute  power  of  control,  he  did  what  was 
incompatible  with  his  other  and  principal  intention,  and  which  the 
courts  must,  of  necessitv,  reject  as  repugnant  and  void. 

There  is  not  a  case  to  be  found,  in  which  a  valid  executory  devise 
was  held  to  subsist  under  an  absolute  power  of  alienation  in  the  first 
taker.  I  have  looked  at  the  cases  so  industriously  collected  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  and  there  are  none  of  them  that  reach  this  point. 
All  executory  devises  may  be  said,  in  some  degree,  to  depend  upon  the 
will  or  discretion  of  the  owner  of  the  precedent  estate.  If  a  devise  be 
to  A.  in  fee,  but  if  he  die  without  issue  living  at  his  death,  then  over  to 
B.,  it  is  in  his  volition  and  power  (morally  speaking),  not  to  marry,  or 
to  many,  and  have  issue,  and  so  avoid  the  devise  over.  So,  if  the  lim- 
itation over  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  contingency,  that  the  first 
taker  marry  without  the  consent  of  B.,  or  many  a  prohibited  person, 
he  may,  undoubtedly,  avoid  marrying  without  the  requisite  consent,  or 
avoid  marrying  against  the  prohibition,  and  so  defeat  the  limitation. 
But  these  distinctions  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  simplicity  and  good 
sense  of  the  general  rule  we  are  discussing.  The  first  taker,  in  these 
special  cases,  has  not  an  absolute  discretion  and  free  agency,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule.  The  sound  doctrine  on  the  subject  is,  that  an 
executory  devise  under  the  salutary  checks  provided  for  it,  is  a  stable 
and  unalienable  interest,  and  the  first  taker  has  only  the  use  of  the  land 
or  chattel,  pending  the  contingency  mentioned  in  the  will ;  and  he  can- 
not convert  the  property  to  his  own  use,  and  defeat  the  subsequent 
estate  by  a  voluntary  alienation.  This  is  the  rule  for  which  we  con- 
tend, and  it  was  not  so  with  Lady  Stilling.  She  could  give  and  devise, 
and  she  could  sell  and  assign  the  estate  when,  and  to  whom,  and  for 
what  purpose  she  pleased.  She  was  a  free  moral  agent,  and  an  abso- 
lute and  independent  owner,  in  respect  to  the  estate.  This  is  what  we 
understand  by  a  right,  incompatible  with  an  executory  devise,  and  this 
is  what  we  are  to  understand  by  the  books,  when  they  speak  of  a  limita- 
tion over  as  being  void,  because  inconsistent  with  such  an  absolute 
power  and  dominion  in  fee. 

Bui  it  is  time  that  this  discussion  should  draw  to  a  close.  The  result 
Of  my  inquiry,  is  a  belief  that  the  defendant  has  a  good  title  under  the 
judgment  and  execution,  and  that  if  he  had  not,  he  is,  nevertheless, 
protected  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  because  Lady  Stilling  was  seised 
in  fee,  so  as  to  enable  the  Statute  to  run  against  her,  when  the  adverse 
-sion  commenced,  in  1794.  Upon  either  ground,  if  correct,  the 
judgment  mii.-t  be  affirmed.  During  the  examination  of  this  subject,  I 
have  not  been  insensible  to  'he  weight  of  the  inquiry,  and  more  espe- 
cially, as  one  of  the  judges  of  the  court  below  seems  to  think   the  law 
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in  favor  of  the  claim.    The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and  one  of  them  a 
r  (•!'  the  plaintiff,  have,  indeed,  labored  the  points,  in 
their  argument  annexed  to  the  case,  as  well  :is  :ii  this  bar,  with  a  dili- 
and  painful  anxiety,  and,  no  doubt,  with  a  sincere  conviction, 
that  i  i  m\  sympathy.     The  descendants  of  Lord  Stirling  ap- 

pear t<»  feel,  that  a  rich  inheritance  has  been  injuriously  snatched  from 
their  enjoyment,  but  I  think  it  was  fairly  lost  by  the  inability  or  neglect 
of  their  ancestor,  or  his  representatives,  to  redeem  the  encumbrance. 
And  if  the  law  was  with  the  plaintiff,  would  notour  sympathies  be  as 
properly  directed  to  this  defendant,  whose  father  was  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser under  the  execution,  and  cultivated  the  premises  as  his  own  for 
20  years,  and  died  in  possession,  and  transmitted  the  fruit  of  his  labor 
to  his  s  The  truth  is.  that  judges  are  bound  to  declare  the  rules  of 

law  strictly,  without  regard  to  consequences.  They  must  follow  the 
conclusions  of  the  understanding,  and  not  the  dictates  of  the  heart.  If 
the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  has  made  a  more  favorable 
impression  upon  others  than  it  has  upon  me,  I  shall  be  perfectly  con- 
tented. I  am,  however,  obliged  to  sa}',  as  the  case  strikes  me,  that  the 
law  is  with  the  defendant,  and  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

This  being  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  court,  it  was,  thereupon, 

7.   adjudged  and  decreed,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme 

Court  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  pay  to  the  defendant 

in  error,  fifty  dollars  and  fifteen  cents,  for  his  costs  and  charges,  in  and 

about  bis  defence  in  this  court;  and  that  the  records  be  remitted,  &c. 

Judgment  of  affirmance.1 

B   nner  and  J.  Duer,  for  the  plaintiff. 

&  Jones,  Jan.,  and  Van  Buren  (Attorney-General),  contra. 

1  S.  e  Mulvane  v.  Rude,  146  Ind.  476  (1896).     Contra,  Andrews  v.  Roye,  12  Rich. 
360).     (  f.  Hay  v.  Joynes,  20  Gratt.  G92  (1871) ;    Welsh  v.  Woodbury,  144  Mass. 
542    1*87). 
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SECTION    III. 
RESTRAINTS    ON    ALIENATION. 

A.    Estates  of  Inheritance. 

PIERCY  v.  ROBERTS. 

Chancery.     1832. 

[Reported  1  Myl.  <£•  K.  4.] 

Thomas  Roberts,  by  his  will  dated  the  18th  of  January,  1829,  be- 
queathed to  his  executors  the  sum  of  £400  upon  trust,  to  pay,  apply, 
and  dispose  thereof,  and  of  the  interest  and  produce  thereof,  to  and 
for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  his  son,  Thomas  Jortin  Roberts,  in  such 
smaller  or  larger  portions,  at  such  time  or  times  immediate  or  remote, 
and  in  such  way  or  manner  as  they  the  said  executors,  or  the  survivor 
of  them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should  in 
their  judgment  and  discretion  think  best:  and.  after  bequeathing  to  his 
executors  the  further  sum  of  £400  upon  similar  trusts,  for  the  benefit 
of  his  son  John  Prowting  Roberts,  the  testator  proceeded  as  follows  :  — 
11  And,  in  case  of  the  deaths  of  either  or  both  of  my  said  sons,  Thomas 
Jortin  and  John  Prowting,  before  the  whole  of  the  said  several  sums  of 
£400  and  £400,  and  the  interest  thereof  respectively,  shall  have  been 
paid  or  applied  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  then  I  will  and  direct  that 
the  unapplied  part  or  parts  thereof  respectively  shall  sink  into  and  be- 
come  part  of  my  residuary  personal  estate,  and  go  and  be  applied 
therewith  as  hereinafter  mentioned:"  and  the  testator  thereby  ap- 
pointed his  wife,  Ann  Roberts,  his  residuary  legatee,  and  the  said  Ann 
Roberts  and  John  Jortin  executors  of  his  said  will. 

The  testator  died  in  July  1829,  and  in  May  1830  the  testator's  son 
Thomas  Jortin  Roberts  took  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  Debtors'  A.ct. 
Previously  to  May  1 830,  Thomas  Jortin  Roberts  had  received  several 
sums  from  the  executors,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  £156;  and  Bince 
thai  period,  and  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  he  had  received  several 
other  sums,  amounting  together  to  £112.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the 
m  e  of  the  insolvent's  estate  against  the  executors  of  the  testator, 
to  recover  the  legacy  of  £400  and  the  interesl  thereof,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  remained  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  discharge  of  the  l< 
nnder  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  A.ct. 

Mr.  Bickerateth  and  Mr.  Oirdlestone^  fun.,  for  die  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Pemberton  and  Mr.  Elderton  lor  the  defendants. 

The  Master  oi  rai  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Leach.]  The  question 
is,  whether  this  legacy  passed  to  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent  upon  the 
insolvency  of  the  legatee ;  or  whether  it   may  remain  in  the  hands  of 
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the  executors,  to  be  applied,  at  their  discretion,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
legatee.  The  insolvent  being  the  only  person  substantially  entitled 
is  legacy,  the  ait*  nipt  to  continue  in  him  the  enjoyment  of  it,  not- 
withstanding his  insolvency,  is  in  fraud  of  the  law.  The  discretion  of 
cecutors  determined  by  the  insolvency,  and  the  property  passed 
by  tlu-  assignment. 

A  preliminary  objection  was  taken  to  this  suit  by  the  defendants,  on 
the  ground  that  it  bad  been  instituted  without  the  consent  of  the  major 
part  in  value  of  the  creditors,  at  a  meeting  convened  by  advertisement 
for  that  purpose,  as  required  by  the  1  G.  4,  c.  119.  The  bill  alleged, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  duly  authorized  to  institute  the  suit  with 
Buch  consent,  but  this  allegation  was  not  proved;  and  it  was  objected 
at  the  hearing,  by  the  defendants,  that  the  consent  of  the  creditors  not 
being  proved,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

His  Honor  would  not  allow  the  suit  to  be  stopped  by  this  objection, 
but  directed  the  point  to  be  argued  on  a  future  day. 

On  this  day  (Nov.  12)  the  point  was  accordingly  argued  by  Mr.  Bick- 
arsteth,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  by  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  defendants. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said  he  had  a  strong  recollection  of 
having  been  spoken  to  by  Chief  Baron  Alexander  on  this  point.  His 
opinion  was  very  much  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  By  the  clause  in 
question  the  legislature  plainly  intended  to  benefit  the  creditor ;  not  to 
give  an  advantage  to  the  debtor.  If  the  suit  were  successful,  the  cred- 
itors would  take  the  benefit ;  if  it  were  unsuccessful  through  the  fault 
of  the  assignee,  they  would  have  their  remedy  against  the  assignee. 
As  it  was  desirable,  however,  that  the  rule  should  be  uniform,  he  would 
not  decide  the  point  without  conferring  with  some  of  the  judges  of  the 
common  law  courts. 

On  this  day  (Dec.  14)  his  Honor  delivered  judgment  to  the  following 

1  have  had  the  opportunity  of  conversing  with  some  of  the  judges  at 
common  law  upon  the  point,  and  their  impression  is,  according  to  the 
inclination  of  opinion  which  I  expressed  at  the  hearing,  that  the  pro- 
vision made  in  the  Statute  is  to  be  considered  as  made  for  the  benefit 
of  the  creditors  alone,  and  that  it  is  not  competent  to  the  defendants 
to  take  advantage  of  the  objection  that  the  suit  has  been  instituted 
without  the  consent  of  the  creditors.     Upon  the  whole,  I  do  not  now 

-  late  to  decide  that  this  suit  can  be  well  sustained  by  the  assignee, 
and  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  decree  sought  by  this  bill. 

If  there  be  collusion  between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  in  a  suit 

instituted  by  the  assignees  without  the  previous  consent  of  the  credi- 

.  the  judgment  of  the  court  will  bind  the  interest  of  the  creditors; 

but  the  assignees,  in  such  case,  take  upon  themselves  the  responsibility 

that  the  suit  has  been  properly  instituted  and  properly  conducted. 
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KEVERX  v.  WILLIAMS. 
Chancery.     1832. 

[Reported  5  Sim.  171.] 
[This  case  is  given  in  the  fifth  volume  of  these  Cases,  p.  705.] 


JOSSELYN  v.  JOSSELYN. 

Chancery.     1837. 

[Reported  9  Sim.  63.] 

James  Josselyn,  the  testator  in  the  cause,  disposed  of  his  residuary 
personal  estate  in  the  following  words:  "  All  the  rest,  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  my  goods,  chattels,  ready  money,  securities  for  moneys  in 
the  public  stocks  or  funds,  debts  and  all  other  personal  estate  whatso- 
ever, I  give  unto  John  Josselyn,  the  son  of  my  late  cousin  John  Josse- 
lyn. deceased:  and  I  order  and  direct  m}' executors,  or  the  survivor 
of  them  &c.  to  place  the  same  out  on  government  or  good  real  securitj', 
and  the  interest  arising  therefrom,  as  the  same  shall  become  due,  to 
place  out  on  the  like  securities,  so  as  to  accumulate,  and  the  principal 
to  be  paid  to  the  said  John  Jossebyn  at  his  attainment  of  the  age  of  24 
year 8,  and  to  pay  and  allow  thereout  the  sum  of  £G0  per  annum  for  the" 
board  and  education  of  the  said  J.  Josselyn,  until  his  attainment  of  the 
age  of  24  years  :  and  I  further  empower,  order  and  direct  my  said 
executors  or  the  survivor  of  them  &c,  to  lay  out  any  part  of  the 
moneys,  as  they  in  their  discretion  ma}'  think  proper,  in  the  purchase 
of  lands  and  real  estate  in  the  counties  of  Essex  or  Suffolk,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  said  John  Josselyn,  and  to  be  conveyed  to  them  accord- 
ingly :  but  in  case  the  said  John  Josselyn  shall  happen  to  die  under  the 
age  of  21  years  and  without  leaving  issue  of  his  bod}-  lawfully  begotten 
then  living  and  which  shall  be  living  until  his,  her  or  their  age  or  ages 
of  21  rears,  then  I  give  all  the  residue  of  my  goods,  chattels,  moneys 
and  persona]  estate,  and  all  real  estate  (if  any)  of  every  kind  and  de- 
scription, unto  my  said  brother  Mark  Josselyn,  if  he  shall  be  then 
living,  during  his  life,  and.  after  his  death,  to  all  his  children  lawfully 
to  be  begotten,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them:  but,  incase  my 

said  brother  shall  happen  to  die  without  leaving  Issue  Of  his  body  law- 
fully begotten  then  living,  and  which  shall  be  living  until  his,  her  or 
their  age  or  ages  of  21  years,  then  I  give  all  the  residue  of  my  goods, 
chattels,  moneys  and  personal  estate,  and  also  real  estate,  If  any,  of 
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every  kln.l  and  description,  unto  my  cousin,  Charles  Josselyn,  his  cx- 
ecutora  and  administrators." 

Tin1  testator  died  on  the  Isl  of  June  1824,  and  his  will  was  proved 
by  Ins  executors  Mark  Josselyn  and  Charles  Josselyn.     Mark  Josselyn 

died  OD  tlio  13th  o\'  July  1825  without  having  had  any  issue. 

John  Josselyn  (who  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause)  was  eight  years 
old  at  the  testator's  death.  The  property  to  which  he  became  entitled 
under  the  will  was  of  large  amount;  and,  although  the  testator  had 
directed  that  only  £60  a  year  should  be  allowed  for  his  board  and  edu- 
cation during  his  minority,  yet,  by  an  order  in  the  cause  made  in  No- 
vember 1826,  £182  was  allowed  for  his  maintenance  and  education  from 
the  testator's  death  down  to  June  1826,  and  150  guineas  per  annum 
were  allowed  for  his  future  maintenance  and  education:  and,  by  two 
subsequent  orders,  one  made  in  February  1830  and  the  other  in  July 
1832,  £300  per  annum  and  £400  per  annum  were  allowed  for  the  like 
purpos<  9. 

The  plaintiff  attained  21  in  August  1837,  and,  thereupon,  presented 

a  petition  stating  that  he  was  advised  that,  on  attaining  that  age,  he 

me  entitled,  under  the  will,  to  a  vested  interest  in  the  testator's 

luary  estate  and  the  accumulations  thereof,  and   praying  that  the 

funds  of  which  the  residue   and  accumulations  consisted,   might   be 

transferred  to  him. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.   Wood  appeared  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  A'>  \ght  Bruce  and  Mr.  Jacob  for  the  defendant  Charles  Josselyn. 

Sir  W.  Home  for  the  defendant  Royce,  the  executor  of  Mark  Josse- 
lyn,  and  the  only  other  party  to  the  suit. 

The  Vice-Chanceelor.     [Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell.]     The  residue 

is  actually  given  to  the  plaintiff;   and  the  words  which  follow  the  gift 

are  merely  directory  as  to  the   future  management  of  what  is  before 

n.     I  shall,  therefore,  make  an  order  according  to  the  prayer  of  the 

petition.1 

1  "  It  has  frequently  happened  in  this  court,  that  a  testator  has  given  to  an   indi- 
vidual an  absolute  vested  interest  in  a  denned  fund,  so  that,  according  to  the  ordinary 
if  law,  he  would  have  a  power,  of  his  own  authority,  to  receive  or  dispose  of  it 
immediately  on  hia  attaining  legal  age  ;  but  having  given  such  a  vested  interest,  the 
'  has,  nevertheless,  postponed  the  time  of  giving  him  possession,  till  a  period 

ruent  to  the  legatee's  attaining  twenty-one,  although  in  such  cases,  the  party 
having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  cannot,  according  to  the  direct  intention  of  the 
will,  obtain  n,  yet  he  has  everything  hut  possession  ;  lie   has  the   legal  power 

of  di«|  '  it,  lie  may  sell,  charge,  or  assign  it,  for  he  has  an  absolute,  indefeasible 

»t  in  athli  nd  certain;  the  court,  therefore,  has  thought  fit  (I  don"t 

know  whether  satisfactorily  or  not),  to  say,  that  since  the  legatee  has  such  the  legal  right 
iver  the  property,  and  can  deal  with  it  as  lie  pleases,  it  will  not  subject  him 
to  thi  -   money  by  selling  or  charging  his  interest,  when  the 

s  own.  at  this  very  moment.     The  court  has,  in  such  eases,  ordered  payment 
rtainintr  twenty-one."  —  Per  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  in  Curtis  v.  Lukin,  I 
r.  147,  155,  156  (1842),  printed  in  the  fifth  volume  ol  these  Cases,  p.  712. 
The  principle  of  this  court  has  always  been,  to  recognize  the  right  of  all  persons 
who  attain  the  a)  to  enter  upon  the  absolute  use  and  enjoyment  of  the 
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GREET  v.   GREET. 
Chancery.     1842. 
[Reported  5  Beav.  123.] 

The  testator,  by  his  will  dated  in  1825,  after  making  certain  dispo- 
sitions, gave  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  property,  freehold  and  personal, 
as  follows:  —  "to  the  use  of  my  nephew  Tbomas  Young  Greet  at  bis 
attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years,  the  produce  of  such  parts  of  property 
as  may  be  necessary  to  convert  into  cash,  with  every  accumulation 
by  rents,  interest,  or  otherways,  I  direct  to  be  deposited  in  the  stock 
of  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  names  of  my  nephew,  Thomas  Young 
Greet,  and  of  each  of  my  executors  hereafter  named,  there  to  remain  ; 
my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet,  at  his  attaining  the  age  of  thirty 
years,  to  receive,  for  his  use,  all  accruing  produce  and  dividends,  rents 
or  interest,  so  long  as  he  may  live ;  and  that  once  in  every  year,  the 
whole  of  the  balances  be  funded  for  accumulation,  until  he,  my  said 
nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet,  does  attain  the  age  of  thirty  years,  at 
which  time  every  produce  of  the  property,  with  dividends  on  the 
accumulated  property,  which  I  direct  to  be  consolidated  in  one  sum, 
with  any  other  placed  in  the  Bank  of  England  at  my  death  or  after- 
wards, as  a  part  produce  of  my  property  and  to  remain  as  a  principal, 
the  dividends  of  or  on  which,  with  all  rents  or  other  produce  growing 
out  of  every  description  of  my  property,  I  give  to  my  said  nephew 
Thomas  Young  Greet,  for  bis  use  and  disposal  during  his  natural  life. 

"  If  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  should  die  previous  to  bis 
attaining  the  age  of  thirty  years,  leaving  child  or  children  lawfully  be- 
gotten, I  direct  each  child,  male  or  female,  shall  have  £500,  at  their 
respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  the  surplus  of 
any  such  property  and  its  accumulations  to  go,  in  addition,  to  the  eld 
est  son  of  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet;  but  if  the  children  of  my 
said  nephew  are  too  numerous  for  the   property  to  produce  £500  each, 

property  given  to  them  by  b  will,  notwithstanding  any  directions  by  the  testator  to  the 

effeel  tli.it  they  are  nol  to  enjoy  it  until  a  Liter  age  :  —  unless,  daring  the  interval,  the 

property  1*  given  for  the  Ken. -lit  ol  another.     If  the  property  is  once  theirs,  it  is  use- 

•  to  attempt  to  impose  any  letter  u|.<m  their  enjoyment  of  it  In  full 

tain  twenty-one.     and   npon  thai   principle,  nniesa  there  is  In  the 

will,  <.r  in  some  codicil  to  it,  i  clear  Indication  ol  an  Intention  on  the  part  of  the 

,  not  only  tint  his  devisees  ire  not  to  have  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  he 

[aed  to  them  until  they  attain  twenty-five,  bat  that  s.m ther  person  is  to 

have  that  enjoyment,  —  or  nnleaa  the  property  is  so  clearly  taken  away  from  the 

ee  up  to  the  time  ol  their  attaining  twenty-five  aa  to  Induce  the  court  t"  hold, 

that,  as  tn  the  previous  rente  and  profits,  then-  h:us  been  an  Inteetai  y  -   the  court  does 

tate  to  strike  out  of  the  will  any  direction  that  the  devl  et  -  shall  not  enjoy  it 

in  full  until  they  attain  the  age  ol  twenty.ftve years."  -    flrr  Su  w*.  Paob"  W< V.C, 

m  Gosling  v.  Uosliny,  H.  R.  V.  Johns.  266,  2J2  1 1859). 
vol.   VI.  — 10 
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in  siuh  case,  1  shall  direct  they  shall  each  have  an  equal  share  of  the 
property,  male  and  female  alike. 

■•  lfnn  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  should  live,  and  agreeable  to 
the  directions  of  this  uay  will,  possess  this  my  described  residue  of  my 
property  witb  its  accumulations,  and  have  lawfully  begotten  a  son,  I 
direct  my  nephew  to  enjoy  the  produce  of  such  property  witb  its 
accumulations  during  his  life,  and  at  bis  death,  £5000  to  be  deposited 
in  the  hand-  of  trustees  for  accumulation,  and  placed  in  the  Hank  of 
England  in  the  name  of  his  m\  nephew's  eldest  son  with  two  trustees  (my 
executors  preferred  if  surviving),  for  the  use  of  my  said  nephew's  eldest 
son  at  his  attaining  tht  age  of  thirty  years  :  and  the  rest  and  residue 
to  be  equally  shared,  male  and  female  equal  alike,  the  eldest  son  taking 
an  equal  share,  in  addition  to  the  £5000  funded  for  him.  This  general 
division  to  take  place  as  each  respectively  attains  the  age  of  twenty- 
four  >/>  ars. 

"  If  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  should  die  previous  to  his  attain- 
ing the  age  of  thirty  years,  leaving  no  child,  then  I  direct  the  next  sur- 
viving nephew  of  Alexander  Greet's  family  shall  succeed  to  the  residue 
and  its  accumulations,  subject  exactly  to  the  same  regulations  as 
described  for  my  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  and  his  family." 

The  testator  then  appointed  his  nephew  Thomas  Young  Greet  and 
three  other  persons  executors. 

The  testator  died  in  1829,  leaving  his  nephew,  Thomas  Young  Greet, 
then  of  the  age  of  twenty-two.  He  married  in  1832,  and  had  four 
children,  the  eldest  having  been  born  in  1833. 

Thomas  Young  Greet  the  nephew  died  in  1841,  leaving  his  eldest 
son,  Thomas  Young  Greet  the  younger,  and  three  other  children 
surviving  him. 

The  property  was  partly  real  and  partly  personal. 

Thomas  Young  Greet  the  younger,  after  his  father's  death,  filed  a 
supplemental  bill  against  all  the  necessary  parties,  claiming  to  be  en- 
titled, first,  to  the  sum  of  £5000  ;  and,  secondly,  to  his  share  of  the 
general  residue  of  the  property  after  the  deduction  of  that  sum. 

Mr.  l'i  uih' -rt'i/i  and  Mr.   Lewis,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  G.    Turner  and  Mr.  Addis,  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Kindersley  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  next  of  kin  and  co-heirs. 

Mr.  Schomberg  and  Mr.  Ilingeston,  for  other  parties. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  [Lord  Lakgdale.]  This  is  one  of  the 
many  eases  in  which  I  am  afraid  it  is  impossible  to  come  to  a  conclu- 
sion which  can  be  considered  as  entirely  satisfactory.  You  are  obliged 
to  spell  out  the  meaning  of  the  testator,  and  to  try  to  discover  the  legal 
effect  of  his  will,  under  circumstances  which  make  it  extremely  difficult' 
to  reconcile  the  case  under  consideration  with  the  decided  authorities. 

I  think  it  is  perfectly  obvious,  in  this  case,  that  the  testator  had  a 
strong  desire  to  accumulate  the  property  as  much  as  he  could,  and  to 
preserve  it  in  the  family  of  the  Greets.  Those  objects  clearl}-  prepon- 
derate throughout  the  whole  contents  of  the  will ;  but  the  main  and  the 
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principal  object  in  the  residuary  clause  was,  to  provide  for  his  nephew 
Thomas  Young  Greet  and  the  children  of  that  nephew  ;  and  there  is  no 
ulterior  disposition  given  of  the  residue,  except  only,  in  the  event  of  the 
nephew,  Thomas  Young  Greet,  dying  under  the  age  of  thirty  years 
without  leaving  a  child. 

At  the  death  of  the  nephew,  the  £5000  is  to  be  taken  out  of  the 
residue,  and  deposited  for  accumulation  in  the  hands  of  trustees,  one  of 
whom  was  to  be  the  eldest  son  of  the  nephew.  The  accumulation  is 
directed  to  be  for  the  use  of  the  nephew's  eldest  son,  "  at  his  attaining 
the  age  of  thirty  years."  I  think  it  comes  to  no  more  than  this  :  —  The 
testator  intended  that  the  son  should  attain  the  age  of  thirty  years 
before  the  accumulated  fund  should  be  paid  to  him,  and  not  that  in  the 
mean  time  he  was  to  have  no  interest  in  this  sum. 

It  appears  to  me  that  he  had  a  vested  interest  in  the  sum  of  £5000, 
at  the  moment  the  severance  was  to  be  made,  namely,  on  the  death  of 
the  nephew.  After  taking  the  £5000  out  of  the  residue,  the  remainder 
is  to  be  shared  between  the  children,  both  male  and  female  alike,  the 
eldest  son  taking  an  equal  share,  in  addition  to  the  £5000  funded  for 
hi  in  ;  and  as  the  £5000  vests  upon  the  death  of  the  nephew,  it  would 
be  extremely  dillicult  to  maintain  that  his  share  of  the  residue  does 
not  vest  at  the  same  time,  or  to  say  that  the  share  of  the  residue  could 
vest  in  him  at  that  time,  and  not  in  the  other  children. 

Is  the  court  forced  to  come  to  an  opposite  conclusion  by  the  words 
which  afterwards  follow,  that  this  general  division  is  to  take  place,  as 
each  respectively  attains  the  age  of  twenty-four  years?  The  testator 
could  never  have  meant,  that  a  general  division  should  take  place  at 
different  times.  His  object  was,  that  there  should  be  a  general  divi- 
sion of  the  whole  fund,  after  previously  severing  the  particular  sum  of 
£.'<()00  ;  after  deducting  that  sum,  which  was  one  division,  there  was  to 
be  the  general  division  of  the  remainder;  and,  according  to  the  intent, 
to  be  inferred  from  the  rest  of  the  will,  I  think  this  amounts  merely  to 
a  direction,  that  the  shares  should  be  paid  to  the  younger  children  as 
each  attained  twenty-four. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  both  the  £5000  and  the  share  of  the  residue 
were  vested  interests,  and  the  plaintiff  must  therefore  succeed  in  this 
ease.1 

1  See  In  re  Johnston,  [1894]  3  Ch.  201;  Gray,  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  §§  120, 
121. 


148  BAGGBTT    V.    MKUX.  [CHAP.  II. 


BAGGETT  y.   MEUX. 
Chancery.    1846. 
[Reported  1  Phil.  627.] 

(  »n  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  in  this  case  from  the  decree  of  Vice- 
<  'hancdhr  Knight  Bruce  l  the  argument  turned  chiefly  on  the  question, 
whether  a  clause  in  restraint  of  alienation,  annexed  to  a  legal  devise, 
in  fee,  of  real  estate  to  a  married  woman  for  her  separate  use,  was 
effectual  during  the  coverture. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Freeling,  for  the  appellant 

Mr.   Swanston  and  Mr.  Rusk,  contra. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  [Loud  Lyndhurst],  after  disposing  of  the 
other  points  of  the  case  in  a  few  words,  said,  with  respect  to  this: 
After  the  case  of  Tullett  v.  Armstrong,  4  My.  &  Cr.  377,  there  can 
be  ii"  doubt  about  the  doctrine  of  this  court  respecting  the  property 
given  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  :  and  it  is  clear  that  that 
doctrine  applies  as  much  to  an  estate  in  fee  as  to  a  life  estate.  The 
object  of  the  doctrine  was  to  give  a  married  woman  the  enjoyment  of 
property  independent  of  her  husband  ;  but  to  secure  that  object,  it  was 
absolutely  necessary  to  restrain  her  during  coverture  from  alienation. 
The  reasoning  evidently  applies  to  a  fee  as  much  as  to  a  life  estate,  to 
real  property  as  much  as  to  personal.  The  power  of  a  married  woman, 
independent  of  the  trust  for  separate  use,  may  be  different  in  real  estate 
from  what  it  is  in  personal :  but  a  court  of  equity  having  created  in 
both  a  new  species  of  estate,  may  in  both  cases  modify  the  Incidents  of 
that  estate. 

Appeal  dismissed,  with  costs.2 

1  See  1  Coll.  138,  where  a  detailed  statement  of  the  case  will  be  found.  —  Rep. 
'  <  i    ft    1  .  mi  nt,  18  Beav.  199  (1853) ;  In  re  Dawbin,  22  Vict.  L.  B.  477 

n  Adamson,  'A  X.  S.  W.  St.  R.  Eq.  67  (1902). 
'  in  the  application  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities  to  tlie  doctrine  of  the  principal 
case,  see  Gray,  Rule  against  Perpetuities  (2d  ed.),  §§  432  et  sea.;  In  re  Game,  [1907] 
1  eh.  276. 

Ai  to  the  rules  in  the  United  States  in  the  absence  of  a  special  or  general  clause 

against  alienation  or  where  a  special  mode  of  alienation  is  provided  for,  see  Gray, 

rinta  oo  Alienation  (2d  ed.),  §§  275 6-275 d. 

<  »n  the  mode  of  dealing  with  gifts  of  invested  personal  property  or  of  money,  made 

directly  to  married  women  without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  but  with  a  clause 

•  anticipation,  see  the  cases  cited,  Gray,  Restraints  on  Alienation,  §§  127-131, 

and  also  In  re  Bourn,  27  Ch.  Div.  411  (1884);  In  re  Currey,  32  Ch.  D.  361  (1886). 

,  30  Ch.  D.  183  (1885)  ;  In  re  Grey's  Settlements,  34  Ch.  Div.  85, 

712  (1887       Inn   Tippetfe  Contract,  37  Ch.  Div.  444  (1888) ;  Re  Wood,  61  L.  T.  N.  S. 

197    1889]  ;  lie  MiUward,  87  L.  T.  R.  476  (1902)  ;  80  Law  Times,  372. 
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JEANXERET   v.   POLACK. 
Supreme  Court  of  New  South  "Wales.     1894. 

[Reported  15  N.  S.  ]V.  R.  Eq.  192.] 

Demurrer  ore  tenus.  The  statement  of  claim  alleged  that  by  his 
will  dated  the  6th  April,  1849,  John  Roberts  gave  and  devised  to  his 
niece  Anne  Faris,  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  certain  land,  such 
land  in  the  event  of  her  marriage  to  be  settled  to  her  separate  use  and 
not  to  be  anticipated  or  liable  to  debts,  &c,  of  any  husband  with  whom 
she  might  intermarry.     The  testator  died  in  1849. 

In  1S.j3  Anne  Faris  married,  and  she  was  Btill  the  wife  of  Solomon 
"William  Polack,  but  no  settlement  was  executed  on  the  marriage. 

On  the  6th  September,  1886,  Mrs.  Polack  executed  an  agreement 
with  the  plaintiff  whereby  (so  far  as  it  is  material  for  the  present  pur- 
pose) it  was  agreed  that  in  consideration  of  £250  she  for  herself,  her 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  and  so  as  to  and  with  intent  to 
bind  her  separate  estate,  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  that  in  the  event 
of  her  becoming  discovert  and  so  soon  thereafter  as  possible,  provided 
that  the  plaintiff  should  up  to  that  time  have  performed  the  covenants 
on  his  part,  she  would  assure  the  said  land  to  the  plaintiff  in  fee  simple 
on  payment  of  the  sum  of  £1750;  and  farther,  that  she  would  devise 
the  said  lands  to  trustees  upon  trust  (if  she  should  predecease  her  hus- 
band) to  assure  the  said  land  to  the  plaintiff  on  payment  by  him  to 
them  of  the  said  sum  of  £1750;  and  further,  that  she  would  not  at 
any  time  thereafter  in  any  manner  alter  or  revoke  the  said  devise  ;  and 
fitrther,  that  for  any  time  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  kept  out  of  pos- 
session of  the  land  by  her,  she  would  pay  to  him  as  liquidated  damages 
the  sum  of  £20  per  month;  and  further,  that  the  plaintiff,  unless  and 
until  Mrs.  Polack  became  discovert  and  executed  the  said  assurance, 
would  pay  to  her  so  long  as  he  should  remain  in  possession  of  the  land 
a  sum  of  £105  per  annum. 

M  s.  Polack  executed  a  codicil  to  her  will  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  that  agreement.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  entered  into  posses- 
sion of  the  land  and  duly  performed  his  part  of  the  agreement. 

In  1893,  in  a  friendly  suit  instituted  by  Mrs.  Polack  against  her  hus- 
band, of  which  the  plaintiff  had  no  notice,  it  was  ordered  that  a  settle- 
ment of  the  land  should  be  exeented  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Polack,  conveying 
the  land  to  trustees  to  hold   the   same   in   trust   for   Mrs.  Polaek  for  life 

to  her  separate  estate  without  power  of  anticipation,  with  remainder  to 
such  of  her  children  as  she  should  by  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of 

appointment,  to  BUCb  Of  her  children  as  should  survive  her  as  tenants 
in  common,  or,  if  none  survived,  in  trust  for  her  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators. 

The  trustees  of  this  settlement  then  applied  to  bring  the  land  under 
the  Real  Property  Act,  against  which  application  a  caveat  was  entered 
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by  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  now  claimed  that  the  execution  of  this 
oment  was  a  fraud  upon  the  agreement  of  the  <>ili  September,  1886, 
:u»tl  that  it  might  be  cancelled  ;  an  account  of  the  moneys  expended  by 
him  on  the  lands,  and  that  they  might  be  charged  upon  or  paid  out  of 
Polack's  separate  estate;  damages  for  breach  of  contract;  and 
•x ii  injunction  against  further  steps  under  the  Real  Property  Act. 

Upon  a  motion  being  made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  to  continue  to 
the  bearing  an  injunction  against  any  steps  being  taken  under  the  Real 
Property  Act. 

/'        ■  :.,  (Knox  with  him)  demurred  ore  tenus. 
I..  Owen,  contra. 

On  May  3d,  the  following  written  judgment  was  delivered  by 
Owen,  C.  .h  in  Eq.  This  case  comes  before  me  upon  a  demurrer  ore 
The  statement  of  claim  sets  out  an  agreement  of  the  6th  Sep- 
tember,  1886,  between  Anne  Elizabeth  Polack,  wife  of  S.  W.  Polack, 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  whereby  for  the 
consideration  therein  mentioned  Mrs.  Polack  covenanted  with  the  plain- 
tiff so  as  to  bind  her  separate  estate,  that  in  the  event  of  her  becoming 
discovert  she  would  convey  certain  lands  to  the  plaintiff,  or  in  the 
event  of  her  not  becoming  discovert  during  her  lifetime,  that  she  would 
devise  by  will  these  lands  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  convey  them  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  she  would  not  revoke  such  will,  and  further,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  land.  Mrs.  Polack  accord- 
ingly made  a  will  in  pursuance  of  her  covenant,  and  the  plaintiff  paid 
to  her  the  money  which  he  covenanted  to  pay  in  consideration  of  the 
agreement,  and  went  into  possession  of  the  land. 

In  the  year  1893  Mrs.  Polack  instituted  a  suit  in  equity  against  her 
husband  for  a  settlement,  and  by  the  decree  a  settlement  was  directed 
upon  Mrs.  Polack  for  life  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  antici- 
pation, and  after  her  death  upon  her  children.  The  plaintiff  thereupon 
instituted  this  suit  for  a  declaration  that  the  settlement  was  in  fraud 
of  the  agreement  of  the  6th  September,  1886,  and  that  it  might  be 
cancelled. 

hind  comprised   in  the    agreement   and   settlement   had   been 

by  the  will  of  Joseph  Roberts  to  his  niece,  Mrs.  Polack  (then 

Anne  Elizabeth  Paris),  her  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  such  land  in  the 

ut  of  her  marriage  to  be  settled  to  her  separate  use,  and  not  to  be 

anticipated,  or  liable  to  the  debts,  control,  or  interference  of  any  hus- 

band  with  whom  she  might  intermarry. 

indant  demurs  on  the  ground  that  the  clause  against  antici- 
pation prevented  the  defendant  from  entering  into  the  agreement  with 
plaintiff.     For  the  plaintiff  it  is  contended  that  the  clause  against 
anticipation  is  void  as  repugnant  to  the  preceding  devise  in  fee:  —  that 
uants  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Polack  are  only  to  convey  the 
land  when  discovert,  or  to  devise  the  land  by  will,  her  covenants  are 
by  the  clause  against  anticipation,  and  that  the  settlement 
upon  the  children  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Polack  is  in  excess  of  what 
the  terms  of  the  devise  require,  and  is  in  fraud  of  the  agreement. 
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If  the  clause  against  anticipation  stood  alone,  and  there  were  no 
words  creating  separate  estate,  it  would  undoubtedly  be  void  as  repug- 
nant to  the  devise  in  fee,  but  in  this  case  it  is  part  of  the  clause  creat- 
ing separate  estate,  and  must  therefore  be  treated  as  accessory  to  the 
separate  estate.  In  Tullett  v.  Armstrong,  1  Beav.  1,  at  23,  Lord 
Langdale,  M.  R.,  thus  states  the  law  :  — kt  I  conceive  that  the  validity 
of  a  clause  in  restraint  of  alienation  when  clearly  expressed  in  connec- 
tion with  a  clause  giving  the  estate  for  the  separate  use  of  a  married 
woman  also  clearly  expressed  has  not  till  lately  been  doubted."  In 
Baggett  v.  Mevx,  1  Coll.  138,  at  150,  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C,  held 
"  that  a  real  estate  rna\'  well  be  devised  to  a  married  woman  in  fee 
simple  for  her  separate  use,  but  in  such  a  manner  as  to  disable  her 
during  her  coverture  from  selling,  mortgaging,  charging,  or  encumber- 
ing her  interest  in  it  by  any  act  inter  vivos,  or  at  least  from  making 
any  sale,  mortgage,  charge,  or  encumbrance  to  take  effect  against  it 
during  her  life,  or  during  her  coverture;"  see  Stogden  v.  Lee,  1891, 
1  Q.  B.  D.  GG1.  The  case  In  re  Boxen,  27  Ch.  D.  411,  was  relied  on 
by  plaintiff's  counsel  as  showing  that  the  Court  will  disregard  the 
clause  against  anticipation  when  the  gift  is  absolute.  That  was  a 
special  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  whether  a  fund  in  the 
hands  of  trustees  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  a  married  woman  ; 
that  fund  represented  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  trustees  upon  trust  (after 
the  death  of  Robert  Bown),  for  and  to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff 
for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  and  the  will  contained  a  general  clause 
that  the  interest  which  an}-  female  might  take  under  the  will  should  be 
for  her  separate  use  without  power  of  anticipation.  The  Court  held 
that  as  there  was  a  clear  intention  expressed  that  the  capital  of  the  leg- 
acy was  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  she  was  entitled  to  receive  it.  and 
that  the  clause  against  anticipation  applied  only  during  the  life  of  Bown. 
Cotton,  I.,  d.,  in  his  judgment,  distinguishes  Baggett  v.  Meux,  and 
says:  —  ''It  has  long  been  settled  that  when  money  is  given  to  a 
woman  for  her  separate  use,  inasmuch  as  the  separate  use  is  a  creature 
of  equity,  she  may  be  restrained  from  anticipating  the  income  :  Baggett 
x.  M' ux  decided  that  these  applied,  not  only  to  a  life  interest,  but  to 
a  separate  interest  given  to  a  married  woman  absolutely.  If  you  find 
there  are  directions  in  the  will  to  thai  effect,  they  are  effectual  against 
anticipation.  In  Baggett  v.  Mux.  it  was  held  that  though  there  is  an 
absolute  gift  of  a  house  to  a  married  woman,  if  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  will  there  is  :i  clear  direction  that  the  devisee  is  only  to  receive  the 
rents  from  time  to  time  during  her  coverture,  and  not  by  way  of  antici- 
pation, then  the  devisee  takes  the  houses  absolutely,  but  is  precluded 
from  charging  the  income  by  anticipation  during  her  coverture." 

The  same  |1(;int,  came   to  be  considered  in  the  case  of    Tn   n    Qrey*S 

Settlements,  &4  Ch.  I»   712.     There  the  Court  held  thai  the  intention 

of  the  testator  was  Q01  that  the  capital  should  be  paid  to  the  legatee, 
but  that  it  should  be  held  by  trustees  for  her  benefit,  and  that  they 
should  pay  her  the  income  from  time  to  time  wilhout  anticipation. 
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In  the  case  Tn  n    THbbetta  and  NewboukPs  Contract,  87  Ch.  D.  444, 
-  came  under  review.     Cotton,  L.  J.,  says,  "  The  point 
we  have  to  decide  is,  whether  this  case  conns  within  In  re~Boic?i  or 
within    I  d r'i/'.<   Settlements.     In  each  case  the  principle  is  the 

same.     Hie  point  to  be  ascertained  is,  did  the  testator  mean  the  money 
banded  over  to  tin'  legatee,  or  to  be  held  by  the  trustees  for  her 
Bubject  to  :i  restraint  on  anticipation?" 

N..w  in  the  case  before  me  the  testator  directed  the  land  in  the  event 
of  Mis.  Polack's  marriage  to  be  settled  to  her  separate  use,  and  not  to 
be  anticipated  —  that  is  in  my  opinion  a  clear  indication  of  intention 
on  the  pari  of  the  testator  that  after  her  marriage  Mrs.  Polaek  should 
only  enjoy  the  income  during  her  coverture  without  power  of  anticipa- 
tion. In  Duckett  v.  Thompson,  11  L.  R.  Ir.  424,  the  testator  be- 
qaeathed  a  sum  of  £2000  for  the  benefit  of  Laura  Josephine  Thompson 
to  be  paid  upon  her  marriage,  and  to  be  settled  upon  her  by  her  settle- 
ment. The  Vice-Chancellor  refused  the  application  for  payment  to  the 
e,  and  directed  a  settlement  on  her  and  her  children.  Following 
that  decision  I  am  clear  that  the  Court  could  not  have  declared  Mrs. 
Polaek  entitled  to  the  land  absolutely,  and  that  the  trusts  of  the  present 
settlement  are  such  as  the  will  render  necessary. 

The  Court  is  bound  to  give  effect  as  far  as  possible  to  ever}'  word  of 
the  will,  and  not  to  reject  an}7  words  to  which  effect  can  be  given  con- 
Bistently  with  the  rest  of  the  will.  Unless  I  put  such  a  construction 
upon  the  words  used,  I  must  reject  the  words,  "in  the  event  of  her 
marriage  to  be  settled,"  and  "  not  to  be  anticipated." 

Then  it  is  contended  that  as  the  clause  against  anticipation  continues 
only  during  coverture,  and  as  Mrs.  Polack's  covenants  are  to  convey 
after  coverture  or  to  devise  the  land  by  will,  those  covenants  are  not 
fced  by  the  clause.     But   the  covenants  themselves  are  made  by 
Mrs.  Polaek  during  coverture,  and  are  made  so  as  to  bind  her  separate 
.     Now  a  married  woman  cannot  contract  to  sell  land  of  which 
as  the  separate  use  without  power  of  anticipation.     In  Jackson  v. 
-  Meriv.  487,  Lord  Eldon  says:  —  "  A  feme  covert,  having 
power  to  alien,  is  a  mere  creature  of  equity  to  the  extent  to  which  the 
settlement  constitutes  her  a  feme  sole,  and  no  further."     In  Martin  v. 
bbon,  17  Ch.  D.  454,  at  464,  Cotton,  L.  J.,  says  :  —  "  She,  in  my 
opinion,  is  regarded  as  a  feme  sole  only  as  regards  property  which, 
under  the  trust,  she  is  entitled  to  deal  with  as  if  she 'were  a  feme  sole, 
but  as  regards  property  which  is  restrained  from  anticipating,  she  is 
garda  persons  other  than  her  husband,  in  the  position  of  a 
A-  regards  her  husband,  no  doubt  she  is,  as  regards  prop- 
erty settled  to  her  separate  use  (whether  there   is  a  restraint  upon 
anticipation  or  not),  treated  as  a  feme  sole ;  that  is  to  say,  she,  and 
i  husband,  is  the  person  who  alone  can  receive  and  give  a  dis- 
for  the  money,  and  her  husband  is  absolutely  excluded ;  but  as 
o  the  outside  world  she  is  not  regarded  as  a,  feme  sole  in  respect 
of  property  subject  to  a  restraint  upon  anticipation."     Again  at  p.  463 
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the  same  Judge  says  that  in  that  case  the  plaintiff's  contention  must 
amount  to  this :  —  "That  the  married  woman  under  the  trust  of  the 
■will  was  prevented  only  from  doing  any  act  which  would  prevent  her 
from  enjoying,  during  coverture,  the  income  of  this  property,  and  that 
she  could  do  acts,  even  during  coverture,  which  might  intercept  the 
income  after  the  death  of  her  husband  ;  the  express  terms  of  the  trust 
are  that  she  shall  have  no  power  while  under  coverture  to  dispose  of 
the  property  by  way  of  anticipation.  Would  not  a  disposition  to  take 
effect  after  the  death  of  her  husband  be  an  anticipation  just  as  much 
as  if  it  was  to  take  place  in  the  year  after  that  in  which  the  disposition 
was  made." 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  as  regards  these  lands,  Mrs.  Polack  was 
not  &  feme  sole,  and  could  not  contract  whether  such  contract  was  to 
take  effect  inprcesenti  or  in  futuro.  That  being  so,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  whether  the  settlement  went  further  than  was  required  by 
the  term  of  the  devise.  If  so,  Mrs.  Polack  might  complain  of  it,  but 
not  the  plaintiff,  who  having  no  valid  contract  with  Mrs.  Polack  has 
no  locus  standi  to  interfere. 

For  these  reasons  I  uphold  the  demurrer  with  costs.     I  continue  the 
injunction  till  the  appeal  is  determined.     If  no  notice  of  appeal,  the 
injunction  to  cease  when  the  time  for  appealing  is  up. 
From  this  decision  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

L.  Owen,  for  the  plaintiff,  addressed  to  the  Court  the  same  argu- 
ment as  he  had  addressed  to  the  Court  below. 

Donovan  {Knox  with  him),  for  the  defendant,  was  not  called  on. 
The  Chiff  Justice  [Daulkv].  In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Chief  Judge  in  Equity  must  be  affirmed,  and  I  might 
well  be  content  simply  to  refer  to  the  judgment  in  which  his  Honor 
so  fully  and,  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  say  so,  so  ably  sustained  the 
view  he  adopted ;  it  will  therefore  only  be  necessary  for  me  to  deal 
very  briefly  with  the  case. 

The  devise  in  the  will  upon  which  the  question  arises  was  a  devise 
by  the  testator  of  a  certain  farm  to  his  unmarried  niece,  her  heirs,  and 
assigns  forever,  racfa  farm  in  the  event  of  her  marriage  to  be  settled  to 
her  separate  use,  and  not  to  be  anticipated,  or  liable  to  the  debts,  con- 
trol, or  interference  of  any  husband  with  whom  she  might  intermarry. 
Mr.  Owen's  main  argument  is  that  the  opening  words  of  the  devise, 
unto  his  niece,  her  heirs,  and  assigns  forever,  conferred  upon  her  an 
absolute  estate  in  fee,  and  that  the  subsequent  words  limiting  that 
absolute  estate  must  be  disregarded,  wiped  out  of  the  will  altogether; 
that  the  will  in  fact  is  to  be  construed  as  if  the  <levi.se  had  stopped  at 
the  words,  "  heirs  and  assigns  forever."  If  that  argument  is  to  have 
any  effect  given  to  it,  it  must  proceed  to  the  extent  that  thai  is  what 
the  testator  must  be  taken  to  have  intended. 

It  appears,  however,  to  me  that  that  cannot  be  taken  to  have  been 
his  meaning;  his  meaning  appears  to  me  to  be  <|uite  clearly  expressed 
in  the  words  he  has  used,  and  it  is  to  be  gathered  from  consideration 
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Bubseqnent  as  well  as  the  earlier  words.     It  is  clear  to  my  mind 
that  the  interest  the  testator  intended  his  niece  to  take  was  an  absolute 
interest  so  long  as  she  should  remain  single,  hut  that  <>u  her  marriage 
it  h:k  to  be  settled  to  her  Beparate  use,  and  she  was  only  to  deal  with 
tin-  income  as  it  accrued  from  time  to  time;  it  is  true  that  no  trustees 
are   appointed   or  referred   to,  and   possibly  it  would  not  be  necessary 
that  the  property  should  be  held  by  trustees;  he  clearly  intended   that 
if  she  married  she  was  not  to  have  a  free  hand  in  dealing  with  it.  but 
B  settlement  should  be  executed  for  her  separate  estate,  and,  as 
jsarily  following  on  that,  that  she  should  he  restrained  from  antici- 
pation.    The  best  exposition  upon  the  law  with  reference  to  this  sub- 
-  to  be  found  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cottenham,  L.  C,  in  the 
of   Tuttett  v.  Armstrong,  4  M.  &  Cr.  390.     In  that  case  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  acting  in  opposition  to  some  of  the  observations  of  Lord 
Brougham  in    Woodmeston  v.  Walker,  2  R.  &  M.   l'.)7,  held   that  a 
settlement  of  property  to  the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman  with  a 
restraint  against  anticipation,  though  inoperative  after  the  death  of  her 
husband,  came  into  effect  again  upon  her  subsequent  coverture. 

In  considering  the  principles  which  led  the  Court  of  Equity  to  estab- 
lish the  separate  estate  of  married  women,  his  Lordship  shows  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court   rested  upon  the  broadest  foundations,  and 
that  the  interests  of  society  required  it  should  be  so  exercised.     When 
this  Court  first  established  the  separate  estate  it  was  thought  bene- 
ficial so  far  to  violate  the  laws  of  property  as  between  husband  and 
wife  for  the  protection  of  the  wife;  and  when  that  alone  proved  in- 
sufficient for  the  protection  of  the  wife's  property,  equity  again  inter- 
fered, and  by  another  violation  of  the  laws  of  property  supported  the 
validity  of  the  restraint  against  alienation.     At  the  conclusion  of  his 
nent  the  Lord  Chancellor  says,  "  In  establishing  the  validity  of 
the  separate  estate  with  its  qualification,  which  constitutes  its  value, 
that  is,  the  prohibition  against  anticipation,  I  am  not  doing  more  than 
my  predecessors   have   done  for   similar  purposes,  and  I  have  much 
satisfaction  in  finding  myself  justified,  upon  the  grounds  I  have  stated, 
in  doing  what  in  me  lies  to  dissipate  the  alarm  which  has  prevailed  lest 
«  -tate  should  be  held  not  to  exist  at  all  during  the  subse- 
quent coverture,  or.  what  would  in  many  cases  be  a  greater  evil,  that 
ould. exist  without  the  protection  of  the  clause  against  alienation." 
The  principle  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  there  lays  down,  so  far  as 
I  am  aware,  has  invariably  been  acted  upon  up  to  the  present  day,  and 
'  ourt  has  always  enforced  the  validity  of  inserting  in  a  devise  of 
rty  to  a  woman,  a  conditional  qualification  that  in  the  event  of 
larriage  the  property  is  to  be  settled  to  her  separate  use,  and  has 
further  protected  that  separate  use  by  permitting  a  prohibition  against 
alienation. 

which  Mr.  Owen  has  principally  relied  on  in  his  argument 

of  In  re   Boivn,  27  Ch.  I).  411.     I  confess  that  I  have  felt 

difficulty  in  reconciling  that  di  cision  with  those  principles  of  the 
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Court  which  I  have  just  referred  to.  But  it  is  a  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal,  and  entitled  to  be  treated  with  all  possible  respect  as  the 
decision  of  three  very  able  Judges  of  that  Court.  There  is,  however, 
a  considerable  difference  between  that  case  and  this.  In  that  case  the 
Court,  as  I  read  their  judgments,  carefully  abstained  from  laying  down 
any  general  principles  in  this  branch  of  the  law,  and  restricted  them- 
selves to  the  construction  of  the  words  of  the  will  then  before  them, 
and  an  explanation  of  the  principle  of  the  decision  is  afforded,  not  only 
by  the  Judges  themselves  in  their  judgments,  but  in  subsequent  cases 
where  this  decision  has  been  referred  to.  The  Court,  looking  at  the 
express  direction  of  the  testatrix  that  the  fund  was  "to  be  paid"  to 
the  married  woman  at  a  certain  date,  and  being  of  opinion  that  the 
restraint  against  anticipation  could  have  full  effect  given  to  it  by  con- 
fining its  operation  to  the  period  previous  to  the  fund  falling  into  pos- 
session, held  that  when  it  did  fall  into  possession  the  devisee  was 
entitled  to  payment  of  the  money,  and  that  the  operation  of  the 
restraint  had  then  ceased. 

In  the  will  now  under  consideration  the  testator's  intention  is  indi- 
cated by  very  different  words,  and  the  case  is  far  more  like  the  subse- 
quent case  of  In  re  Curve;/,  32  Ch.  D.  361,  and  is  in  my  opinion 
undistinguishable  from  it.  In  that  case  there  was  a  gift  of  real  and 
personal  estate  to  the  testator's  two  daughters,  in  equal  shares  as 
tenants  in  common,  which  so  far  is  just  as  absolute  an  estate  in  fee 
as  that  given  by  the  earlier  words  in  the  present  devise.  That  gift  was 
followed  by  a  direction  by  way  of  proviso  (and  therefore,  if  anything, 
more  detached  from  the  previous  words  than  the  similar  direction  in 
this  will),  that  every  gift  to  either  of  the  testator's  daughters  should  be 
for  her  separate  estate  without  power  of  anticipation.  In  the  course 
of  the  argument  the  case  of  J»  re  Bourn,  27  Ch.  D.  411,  was  referred 
to  as  supporting  the  contention  that  the  married  women  were  entitled 
to  be  paid  their  shares  notwithstanding  the  restraint.  Chittv,  J.,  how- 
ever, refused  to  read  that  case  in  that  way,  but  treated  the  decision 
merely  as  the  construction  of  the  particular  words  of  the  will,  and 
d<  cided  that  the  property  in  the  case  before  him  must  be  held  for  their 
separate  use  with  a  restraint  against  anticipation.  It  is  also  noticeable 
in  that  case  that  settlements  had  been  executed  on  the  marriage  of 
both  the  devisees  containing  covenants  to  settle  after-acquired  property*. 
Chitty,  J.j  nevertheless,  held  that  their  interests  under  the  will  did  not 
fall  within  the  covenants  in  those  settlements,  but  were  held  under  the 
trusts  "I'  the   will. 

Following  that  decision,  which  entirely  commends  itself  to  me,  and 
without  going  any  further  into  the  case,  which  was  very  fully  considered 
by  his  Honour  in  the  Court  below,  l  think  the  decision  appealed  from 

lllUst    be    Upheld.1 

1  Tlip  opinions  of  Innt.s  and  Manviv...  .F.t  ,  are  OOlftted. 

Cf.  Cooper  v.  Macdonald,  7  Ch.  Dir.  !  Tn  •■   Wheeler,  [1899]  2  Ch.  717. 
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OPrENIIKIM   v.   HENRY. 
Chancery.    1853. 

[Reported  In  Hare,  111.] 

Tuk  principal  question  arose  on  the  effect  of  the  following  bequest 
of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  testator:  — 

••  I  desire  and  will  the  remaining  residue  to  be  appropriated  in 
manner  following,  —  say  as  soon  as  conveniently  can  be  after  my  decease, 
to  l'e  turned  into  cash,  and  brought  into  the  funds,  stock  £3  per  cent. 
•  Is.  in  the  names  of  my  executors  hereinafter  named,  and  to  be 
laid  by  them  in  trust  for  all  my  grandchildren,  to  be  divided  equally 
among  them  at  the  end  or  expiration  of  twenty  years  after  my  decease, 
and  the  interest  by  the  purchase  of  £3  per  cent.  Consols  stock,  to 
accumulate  till  that  time." 

Mr.  I 'handless  and  Mr.  J.  II  Palmer  for  the  plaintiff,  an  infant 
grandchild  born  after  the  testator's  decease  and  before  the  twenty 
years  bad  expired,  mentioned  Parker  v.  Goldlng,  13  Sim.  418. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Cole,  for  the  grandchildren  of  the  testator 
living  at  his  death,  contended  that  such  grandchildren  only  were  en- 
titled. They  did  not  controvert  the  case  of  Lord  Bindon  v.  Earl  of 
Suffolk^  1  P.  Wins.  9G.  If  there  had  been  an  intervening  interest,  the 
class  would  not  be  ascertained  until  the  termination  of  that  interest ; 
but  here  no  interest  intervened.  The  gift  was  directly  to  the  grand- 
children, which  is  construed  to  mean  those  who  are  alive  at  the  death 
of  the  testator :  Ilordey  v.  (Jhaloner,  2  Ves.  Sen.  84.  In  Burrell  v. 
Baskerjield,  11  Beav.  525,  Chevaux  v.  Ainslabie,  13  Sim.  71,  Butler 
v.  Lowe,  10  Sim.  317,  a  testator  gave  legacies  to  each  of  the  children 
of  his  nephews  and  nieces  begotten  and  to  be  begotten  ;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  children  of  the  nephews  and  nieces  horn  after  the  testa- 
tor's death  did  not  take  under  the  bequest :  Davison  v.  Dallas,  14 
576,  Storrs  v.  Benbow,  2  My.  &  K.  46,  Murray  v.  Tancred,  10 
Sim.  M>5. 

Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  executors,  submitted,  on  behalf  of  unborn  grand- 
children, that  there  was  no  gift  to  an}-  grandchild  to  take  effect  until 
-•:  pi  ration  of  twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  He 
cited  Beck  v.  Burn,  7  Beav.  492. 

The  Vu  e-Chaxcellob  [Shj  W.  Page  Wood],  with  reference  to  the 
argument  for  confining  the  gift  to  grandchildren  living  at  the  expiration 
of  the  twenty  years,  said,  that  the  cases  which  were  referred  to  in  sup- 
port of  the  argument  for  postponing  the  gift  until  that  time,  were  cases 
in  which  the  gift  was  connected  with  the  period  of  division.  The 
strong  -   in  this  form  were,  perhaps,  those  in  which  the  gift  was 

"  to  children  on  attaining  a  certain  age."     There,  no  doubt,  the  gift 
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was  coupled  with  the  period  of  distribution.  In  some  of  those  cases  it 
might  possibly  have  been  contended,  that  the  existence  of  the  life 
interest  was  the  only  reason  for  postponing  the  division.  He  had  no 
difficulty  in  holding,  that  a  gift  of  stock  in  trust  for  all  the  grand- 
children of  the  testator,  to  be  divided  equally  amongst  them  at  the 
period  of  twenty  years  from  the  time  of  his  decease,  was  a  vested 
interest  in  the  grandchildren  of  the  testator.  The  only  question,  then, 
was,  in  what  grandchildren  the  gift  vested  ;  and  upon  this  he  was  clearly 
of  opinion,  that  the  grandchildren  who  were  living  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  those  who  were  born  afterwards  before  the  period  of 
distribution,  were  entitled.1 

MEBANE  v.   MEBANE. 

Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina.     1845. 

[Reported  4  Ired.  Eg.  131.] 

Cause  removed  from  the  Court  of  Equity  of  Orange  County,  at  the 
Fall  Term,  1845. 

The  following  were  the  facts  of  the  case  : 

David  Mebane,  by  his  will,  dated  April  7th,  1842,  gave  to  Alexan- 
der Mebane  in  fee,  a  tract  of  land,  called  the  Hodge  Place,  and  four 
slaves,  ''in  trust  for  my  son  Anderson;  and  the  said  Alexander,  as 
trustee,  may  at  any  time  take  possession  of  said  land  and  negroes,  and 
lease  the  land  and  hire  the  negroes,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the 
maintenance  of  my  son  Anderson  —  it  being  my  will  and  intention,  that 
the  aforesaid  property  shall  not  in  any  wise  be  subject  to  the  debts  of 
my  Baid  son  Anderson."  In  a  subsequent  clause,  the  testator  added  : 
"I  give  unto  my  son  Alexander,  all  the  horses,  cattle,  hogs,  and  the 
fanning  utensils  on  the  Hodge  Place,  and  also  one  bed  and  furniture, 
in  trust,  nevertheless,  for  my  said  son,  Anderson  ;  it  being  my  will  and 
intention,  that  the  said  property  shall  not  in  any  wi.se  be  subject  to  the 

debts  of  said  Anderson.     It  is  also  my  mil,  if  the  said  Anderson  should 

die  without  issue,  that  then  the  Hodge  Place  shall  belong  to  my  grand- 

Bon,  Thomas  K.  Mebane."  By  other  clauses  of  the  will,  the  testator 
gave  to  his  son  Anderson  a  share,  with  his  other  children,  of  the  debts 

thai    might  be    owing    to    him    at    his    death,  but  directed   that    his    son 

Alexander,  as  tin;  money  might  be  collected,  should,  "as  trustee,  take 

possession  of  it,  ami  pay  it  over  in   the   manner   directed  in  the  former 

clauses  <>f  this  will." 

The  plaintiff  is  a  judgmenl  creditor  of  Anderson  Mebane;  and,  after 
a  return  of  nulla  bona  on  a  fieri  facias^  he  tiled  this  bill  against  Ander- 
son .Mebane   and   Alexander   .Mebane,  for   satisfaction   out    of  the   trust, 

property.    The  answers   raise  the  question,   whether  the  property  is 
liable  to  the  debts.     The  trustee  further  States,  that  in  the  maintenance 
1  See  Gray,  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  §§  G 
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brother  Anderson,  who  Is  blind,  :iii(l  in  necessary  expenditures 
.  lucting  the  farm,  be  lias  anticipated  the  income  about  $200 ;  and 
units  that  at  all  events  he  has  :i  right  to  be  reimbursed  what  he 
shall  be  found  to  be  in  advance. 
/.'         -.  for  the  plaintiff. 
\      -     e/and  Iredell,  for  the  defendants. 

Ki  ii  in.  C.  J.  In  tin'  case  of  Dick  v.  Pitchford,  1  Dev.  &  Bat. 
Eq.  180,  thr  question  arose  upon  a  conveyance  of  negroes  to  one,  in 
trust,  annually  to  apply  the  profits  to  the  use  of  the  donor's  son,  II.  P., 
BO  that  they  should  not  be  subject  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of  by  II.  P., 
or  the  rents  and  profits  anticipated  by  him,  or  in  any  manner  subject  to 
his  debts  ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  son's  conveyance  was,  nevertheless, 
effectual  to  pass  his  interest,  as  cestui  que  trust,  for  the  term  of  his  life. 
The  doctrine  rests  upon  these  considerations:  that  a  gift  of  the  legal 
property  in  a  thing  includes  the  jus  disponendi,  and  that  a  restriction 
on  that  right,  as  a  condition,  is  repugnant  to  the  grant,  and  therefore 
void  :  And  that,  in  a  court  of  equity,  a  cestui  que  trust  is  looked  on  as 
the  real  owner,  and  the  trust  governed  in  this  respect  by  the  same 
rules  which  govern  legal  interests  ;  and,  consequently,  that  it  is  equally 
repugnant  to  equitable  ownership  that  the  owner  should  not  have  the 
power  of  alienating  his  property.  There  is,  indeed,  an  exception  to 
general  rule,  which  is  founded  on  the  peculiar  incapacities  of  mar- 
ried women,  and  their  subjection  to  their  husbands.  A  gift  in  trust  for 
the  separate  use  of  a  married  woman,  or  in  contemplation  of  her  mar- 
.  may  be  coupled  with  a  provision  against  alienation  or  anticipa- 
tion ;  for,  in  truth,  the  restriction  is  imposed  for  her  protection,  and, 
as  she  is  sub  potestate  viri,  it  will  more  frequently  operate  as  a 
beneficial  protection,  than  in  prejudice  to  her.  But  restraints,  as  con- 
dition^ merely,  upon  alienation  by  a  person  sui  juris  have  been  held  in 
t  number  of  cases  to  be  null,  as  regards  property  given  through 
the  medium  of  a  trust;  and  several  of  them  are  cited  in  Dick  v.  Pitch- 
ford.  In  the  case  of  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Ves.  42!J,  for  example, 
Lord  Eldon,  after  speaking  of  the  exception  in  respect  to  feme  coverts, 
••  but  the  case  of  a  disposition  to  a  man,  who,  if  he  has  the 
property,  has  the  power  of  aliening,  is  quite  different."  It  is  true,  that 
property  may  be  given  in  trust  upon  a  condition,  so  expressed  as  to 
amount  to  a  limitation,  whereby  the  interest  of  the  first  taker  ceases 
upon  a  particular  event,  and  the  property  goes  over  to  some  other  per- 
son in  particular,  or  falls  into  the  residue.  But  there  is  nothing  like 
that  here.  Ji \  this  will,  the  entire  equitable  ownership  of  the  slaves 
and  other  personal  effects,  is  given  to  the  son  Anderson,  and  of  the 
land  also,  BUDJect  however,  as  to  the  last,  to  a  contingent  limitation 
over  upon  the  event  of  Anderson's  dying  without  leaving  issue  living  at 
,  as  the  will  must  be  read  since  the  Act  of  1827.  Then,  there 
i->  no  donbt  that  the  donee.  Anderson,  has,  upon  the  principles  and  pre- 
lentioned,  the  absolute  right  to  assign  his  interest  in  these 
and  that  his  assignee  would  have  the  right  to  take  the  estates 
und<  i  control. 
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That  being  so,  it  follows,  that  the  interest  of  the  cestui  que  trust, 
whatever  it  may  be,  is  liable  in  this  court  for  his  debts.  For  it  would 
be  a  shame  upon  any  system  of  law,  if,  through  the  medium  of  a  trust 
or  any  kind  of  contrivance,  property,  from  which  a  person  is  absolutely 
entitled  to  a  comfortable,  perhaps  an  affluent  support,  and  over  which 
he  can  exercise  the  highest  right  of  property,  namely,  alienation,  and 
which,  upon  his  death,  would  undoubtedly  be  assets,  should  be  shielded 
from  the  creditors  of  that  person  during  his  life.  There  is  no  such 
reproach  upon  nor  absurdity  in  our  law  ;  for  we  hold,  that  whatever 
interest  a  debtor  has  in  property  of  any  sort  may  be  reached  by  his 
creditors,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
property.  Terms  of  exclusion  of  the  donee's  creditors,  not  amounting 
to  a  limitation  of  the  estate,  can  no  more  repel  the  creditors,  than  a 
restraint  upon  alienation  can  tie  the  hands  of  the  donee  himself.  Lia- 
bility for  debts  ought  to  be,  and  is,  just  as  much  an  incident  of  prop- 
erty, as  thejws  disponendi  is  ;  for,  indeed,  it  is  one  mode  of  exercising 
the  power  of  disposition.  This  is  the  first  occasion  on  which  the  point 
has  come  directly  into  judgment ;  but  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  the  State 
v.  Forney,  2  Ired.  Eq.  184,  the  court  said,  however  anxiously  the 
benefit  of  the  donee  personally  may  be  looked  to  by  the  donor,  the 
policy  of  the  law  will  not  permit  property  or  a  trust  to  be  so  given, 
that  the  donee  may  continue  to  enjoy  it  after  his  bankruptcy,  or,  in 
other  words,  against  his  creditors.  In  Brandon  v.  Robinson  there 
was  a  trust  to  pay  dividends,  from  time  to  time,  into  the  proper  hands 
of  a  man  or  on  his  receipt,  and  that  they  should  not  be  grantable  or 
assignable  by  way  of  anticipation  ;  and  it  was  held,  that  this  interest 
passed  to  assignees  in  bankruptcy  :  Lord  Eldon  remarking,  that  an 
attempt  to  give  property,  and  to  prevent  creditors  from  obtaining  any 
interest  in  it,  though  it  be  his,  the  debtor's,  could  not  be  sustained  ; 
and  that  the  gift  must  be  subject  to  the  incidents  of  property,  and  it 
could  not  be  preserved  from  creditors,  unless  given  to  some  one  else, 
that  is,  limited  over.  Following  that  case,  was  that  of  Graves  v.  Dol- 
phin,  1  Sim.  66,  in  which  estates  were  devised  in  trust  to  pay  an 
annuity  to  a  son  for  his  personal  support  for  life,  not  liable  to  his  debts, 
and  to  be  paid  from  time  to  time  into  his  own  proper  hands,  and  not  to 
any  other  person,  and  his  receipt  only  to  be  a  discharge  ;  and  Sir  John 
Leach   declared,    although    the   testator   might  have   made   the  annuity 

determinable  by  the  bankruptcy  of  his  son,  yet,  as  he  had  not  done 
that,  the  policy  of  the  law  did  not  permit  property  to  be  so  limited, 
thai  it  Bhould  continue  In  the  enjoyment  of  the  donee,  notwithstanding 
ln^  bankruptcy;  and  therefore  that  the  annuity  passed  under  the  com- 
mission. In  the  case  of  Piercy  v.  Roberts,  l  Mylne  &  Keen,  1.  there 
was  a  discretion  given  to  the  trustee,  but  it  was  held  not  to  make  a 
difference.  It  was  a  bequest  of  £400  t •  >  executors,  upon  trust  to  paj 
the  Bame  to  a  ion,  iu  Buch  smaller  or  largei   portions,  at  such  time  or 

UmeS,  and    in    SUCh    way  or   manner,  as   they  should    in   their  judgment 

and  discretion  think  best,  and,  upon  the  insolvency  of  the  Bon,  Sir  John 

Leach,  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  said,  that  the  legacy  could  not  remain 
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in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  to  be  applied  at  their  discretion,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  legatee.  He  held  that  the  discretion  of  the  executors 
determined  bj  the  insolvency  of  the  son,  and  the  legacy  passed  by  the 
ment  .  forthe  insolvent  being  substantially  entitled  to  the  legacy, 
the  attempt  to  continue  in  him  the  enjoyment  of  it,  notwithstanding  his 
q<  \ .  was  in  fraud  of  the  law.  In  Snowden  v.  Dales,  <i  Sim.  524, 
the  language  of  the  will  is  still  stronger  against  any  absolute  right  in 
the  donee,  li  was  an  assignment  of  a  sum  of  money,  in  trust  during 
the  life  of  J.  D.  II.,  or  during  such  part  thereof  as  the  trustees  should 
think  proper,  and  at  their  will  and  pleasure  and  not  otherwise,  and,  at 
such  tunes  and  in  such  sums  as  they  should  think  proper,  to  pay  the  in- 
terest to  him,  or,  if  they  should  think  fit,  to  pay  it  in  procuring  for  him 
diet,  apparel  and  other  necessaries,  but  so  that  he  should  not  have  any 
right  or  title  in  or  to  such  interest,  other  than  the  trustees  should,  in 
their  absolute  and  uncontrolled  power,  discretion,  and  inclination,  think 
proper  and  expedient,  and  so  as  no  creditor  of  his  should  have  an}' 
lien  or  claim  thereon,  in  any  case  ■,  or  the  same  be  in  any  way  liable  to 
his  debts,  and  disposition,  or  engagements  —  with  a  limitation  over 
upon  his  death.  The  Vice-Chancellor,  Sir  Lancelot  Shad  well,  admitted 
it  to  be  plain,  the  grantor  did  intend  to  exclude  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  it  might  have  been  effected,  if  there  had  been  a  clear 
gift  over ;  but  he  said  as  there  was  no  direction  to  the  trustees,  upon 
the  bankruptcy  of  J.  D.  H.,  to  withhold  and  accumulate  the  interest 
during  his  life,  so  as  to  go  over  with  the  capital  upon  his  death,  that 
the  life  interest  of  the  bankrupt  went  to  the  assignees. 

The  foregoing  cases  sufficiently  establish,  that  by  the  use  of  no 
terms  or  art  can  property  be  given  to  a  man,  or  to  another  for  him,  so 
that  he  may  continue  to  enjoy  it,  or  derive  any  benefit  from  it,  as  the 
interest,  or  his  maintenance  thereout  or  the  like,  and  at  the  same  time 
defy  his  creditors  and  deny  them  satisfaction  thereout.  The  thing  is 
impossible.  As  long  as  the  property  is  his,  it  must,  as  an  incident,  be 
subject  to  his  debts,  provided,  only,  that  it  be  tangible.  The  only 
manner  in  which  creditors  can  be  excluded,  is  to  exclude  the  debtor 
also  from  all  benefit  from,  or  interest  in,  the  property,  by  such  a  limi- 
tation, upon  the  contingency'  of  his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  as  will 
determine  his  interest,  and  make  it  go  to  some  other  person.  It  fol- 
low-, that  the  interests  of  Anderson  Mebane  are  liable  to  the  plaintiffs 
satisfaction,  and  that  they  must  be  sold  for  that  purpose,  unless,  within 
a  reasonable  time,  the  plaintiffs  debt  should  be  otherwise  paid.  But, 
of  course,  the  trustee  is  entitled,  first,  to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  fund 
any  expenditures  made  by  him  bona  Jlde,  and  his  costs  in  this  cause  ; 
and.  in  order  to  ascertain  what  may  be  thus  due,  and  also  what  may 
remain  due  on  the  plaintiffs  judgment  for  principal,  interest,  and  costs, 
and  hi-  costs  in  this  court,  there  must  be  an  inquir}-  by  the  master. 
Per  ( kiriam. 

Decree  accordingly} 

1  Set-  Keyset's  Appeal,  57  Pa.  236  (1868). 
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SANFORD   v.   LACKLAND. 
United  States  Circuit  Court  for  the  Districts  of  Missouri.     1871. 

[Reported  2  DHL  6.] 

Appeal  from  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Missouri. 

The  plaintiff  is  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  Wm.  C.  Hill.  The 
defendants  are  Wm.  C.  Hill,  Lackland  and  Clark,  the  executors 'and 
trustees  named  in  the  will  of  James  13.  Hill,  and  Edwards,  trustee  in  a 
deed  of  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Mathews,  executed  by  William  C.  Hill 
on  the  property  in  controversy.  The  question  in  the  case  is,  whether, 
Bobject  to  the  Mathews'  deed  of  trust,  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  is 
entitled  to  the  interest  and  right  of  William  C.  Hill  in  the  property 
held  by  the  executors  or  trustees  named  in  his  father's  will,  consisting 
of  stocks,  notes,  and  real  estate.  The  essential  facts  are  these  :  In 
•Tames  B.  Hill,  the  father,  died.  Leaving  five  children,  three  sons 
and  two  daughters.  His  will,  admitted  to  probate  in  March,  18G2,  so 
far  as  material  to  the  present  controversy,  is  in  these  words  :  "  All  the 
residue  of  my  estate,  real,  personal,  and  mixed,  I  give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath unto  Rufns  J.  Lackland  and  William  G.  Clark,  and  to  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  as  trustees,  in  trust,  however,  to  manage,  control,  and 
improve  the  said  estate  ;  to  receive  and  collect  the  debts  due  me ; 
to  receive  and  collect  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  said  property  ; 
to  reinvest  any  money  that  may  come  into  their  hands  as  they  may 
deem  best  or  therewith  improve  any  unimproved  real  estate,  to  rent 
or  lease  any  portion  of  said  real  estate;  and  I  do  hereby  invest 
them  with  full  ami  complete  authority  to  sell  and  convey  in  fee 
simple  any  of  my  real  estate,  and  to  reinvest  the  proceeds  of  such 
sahs  in  other  real  estate,  or  otherwise,  in  their  discretion,  and  in 
trust,  as  aforesaid,  to  manage,  control,  and  keep  together,  my  said 
property  as  one  entire  whole  ;  and  as  I  now  have  five  children,  to 
Wit  — James  B.  Hill.  William  C.  Hill.  Anna  M.  Hill,  Frank  W.  Hill, 
and  Mary  Hill,  upon  the  further  trust.  First,  I'ntil  my  children  re- 
spectively arrive  at  the   age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  get  married, 

to  provide  for  their  support,  maintenance,  ami  education  out  of  Baid 
estate,  which  support. maintenance, and  education  is  to  he  taken  as  pari 
of  the  expenses  of  my  estate;  Second,    My  said  trustees  shall,  out  of 

Lid  estate,  pay  to  (rich  one  <>l    mj  children  i  if  in  their  opinion  such 

advancement   shall  not   probably  amounl  to  more  than  the  equitable 

share  ..f  such  child  in  my  estate)  a-  they  respectively  arrive  :it    the   age 

fit  twenty-one  3*ears,  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  as  an  advance- 
ment, and  slmll.  from  the  time  of  such  advancement,  charge  such  child 
with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  six  p<  i  cenl  per  annum,  if  such  ad- 
vancement he  made  h  fore  the  partition  hereinafter  mentioned  ;    Third. 

VOL.     VI.  —  11 
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When  my  eldest  child  shall  arrive  :it  the  age  of  twenty-sis  years,  or  if 

he  shall  not  BO  long  live,  thou  when  the  next  Oldest  surviving  child  shall 
attain  that  age, my  said  trustees  shall,  with  the  approval  of  the  Probate 

Court  of  St  Louis  County,  make  a  partition  of  all  said  trust  (.'statu 
among  my  said  children,  share  and  share  alike,  charging,  however,  in 
BUCh  division  and  partition,  any  child  who  may  have  received  an  ad- 
vancement as  before  mentioned,  with  such  advancement,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  time  when  received  as  part  and  portion  of  the  share 
coming  to  such  child,  and  upon  such  partition  shall  forthwith  convey  to 
such  eldest  child,  if  such  eldest  child  be  a  son,  the  portion  allotted  to 
him  in  absolute  property,  but  shall  hold  the  shares  and  portions  of  the 
others  of  said  children  until  they  severally  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty - 
-\  years;  and  as  the  sons  severally  arrive  at  that  age  they  shall  con- 
\rv  to  them  the  share  and  portion  allotted  to  such  son  in  absolute 
property."  [And  then  follows  a  similar  provision  as  to  the  share  of 
state  coming  to  the  daughters.]  "After  the  said  partition  shall 
have  been  made,  my  said  trustees  shall  keep  the  portion  and  share  of 
each  of  my  children  separate  (except  as  before),  with  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  belonging  to  such  portion." 

On  January  29,  1870,  James  B.,  the  eldest  son,  became  twenty-six 
years  of  age,  and  thereupon  the  trustees  in  the  will,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Probate  Court,  made  partition  of  all  the  property  held  in  trust 
among  all  of  the  children,  and  there  was  an  order  of  distribution  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  will.  The  property  allotted  and  set 
apart  to  the  said  William  C.  Hill  consisted  of  specified  stocks  in  certain 
banks,  promissory  notes,  and  real  estate,  which  are  still  in  the  posses- 
sion and  custody  of  the  trustees.  On  July  6,  1870,  William  C.  Hill 
executed  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  property  which  had  been  allotted  to 
him  to  Edwards,  trustee  for  Mathews,  to  secure  ten  thousand  dollars, 
which  is  yet  unpaid.  The  trustees  under  the  will  advanced  to  William 
C.  the  ten  thousand  dollars  on  his  becoming  twenty-one  years  of  age. 
On  November  28,  1870,  a  petition  for  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  was 
filed  against  him,  and  he  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt.  The  property  in 
the  hands  of  the  trustees  belonging  to  him  is  of  the  value  of  $30,760, 
and  he  is  now  between  twenty-four  and  twent}--five  years  of  age. 

The  bill  sets  out  the  foregoing  facts,  and  prays  that  the  property  in 
the  hands  of  the  trustees  allotted  to  William  C.  Hill  may,  subject  to 
the  encumbrance  of  Mathews,  be  decreed  to  belong  to  the  assignee  in 
bankruptcy.  The  District  Court  overruled  a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and 
entered  a  decree  as  prayed.     The  trustees  and  the  bankrupt  appeal. 

Cline,  Jamison,  and  Day,  for  the  complainant. 

\yback  and  Ilaussler,  and  Lackland,  Martin,  and  Lackland,  for 
the  defendants. 

Diixox,  Circuit  Judge.  The  share  of  the  bankrupt  in  his  father's 
estate  has  been  duly  ascertained  and  set  apart  in  severalty  to  him,  but 
with  the  exception  of  the  ten  thousand  dollars  advanced  on  his  attain- 
ing his  majority  Is  yet  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  as  he  was  not 
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twenty-six  years  of  age  at  the  time  he  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt. 
By  the  bankrupt  law,  all  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  with  certain 
exemptions  not  necessary  to  be  noticed,  vests  in  the  assignee  (sec.  14)  ; 
and  if  "William  C.  Hill  owned  or  had  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  it  passed  under  the  bankruptcy.  That 
he  was  the  owner  of  the  property  which  had  been  allotted  to  him  under 
the  will  can  scarcely  admit  of  a  doubt.  The  will  directs  a  partition  of 
the  trust  estate  to  be  made  among  the  children,  and  this  has  been  done, 
but  it  also  provides  that  the  tiustees  shall  hold  the  shares  of  the  chil- 
dren until  the  sons  shall  severally  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-six  years, 
when  they  are  directed  to  convey  to  such  son  his  portion  iu  absolute 
property. 

This  is  not  the  case  of  a  legacy  or  gift  to  vest  if  the  legatee  shall 
arrive  at  a  specified  age  which  has  not  yet  been  reached.  Nor  is  the 
devise  or  gift  to  the  son  made  on  any  condition ;  there  is  no  limita- 
tion over  in  case  the  son  shall,  before  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-six, 
become  a  bankrupt.  If  William  C.  had  not  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt, 
and  had  died  intestate  before  reaching  the  age  of  twenty-six,  can  it  be 
doubted  that  his  heirs  would  have  taken  the  estate?  It  has  not  been 
questioned,  nor  could  it  be,  that  he  had  the  power  to  mortgage  this 
property  for  the  money  borrowed  of  Mathews.  If  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was  to  prevent  the  property  from  being  liable  for  the  debts  of 
his  son,  his  will  fails  to  express  that  intention.  The  testator  might 
have  provided  if  the  son  should  become  bankrupt  before  reaching 
twenty-six,  that  his  estate  should  then  determine  and  go  somewhere 
else ;  but  he  cannot  give  the  beneficial  interest  and  annex  to  it  the 
inconsistent  condition  that  it  shall  not  be  liable  for  the  debts  of  the 
devisee.  And  in  fact  the  father  has  not  attempted  to  do  this.  The 
estate  is  given,  and  the  only  limitation  expressed  in  the  will  is  that  the 
trustees  shall  hold  it  and  its  accumulations  until  he  shall  reach  the 
specified  age.  The  trustees  have  no  beneficial  interest  in  the  estate 
they  hold.  By  operation  of  the  bankruptcy,  William  C.  Hill  has  no 
longer  any  interest  in  it.  It  belongs  to  and  is  vested  in  the  assignee 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  The  trustees  now  hold  the  property  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  these  creditors,  and  as  the  strict  execution  of  the 
trusts  in  the  will  have  been  thus  rendered  impossible,  the  court  properly 
decreed  that  the  property  held  by  the  trustees  for  the  bankrupt  should, 
subject  to  the  Mathews  encumbrance,  be  conveyed  to  the  assignee  in 
bankruptcy. 

The  decree  of  the  court  is  afllrmed.  Affirmed} 

KBKKKL,  J.,  concurs. 

i  Sec  Iluhtr  v.  Donaghut,  49  N.  .1    Eq    126  (1891);  Shallcross'  Estate,  200  l'a.  192 
(1901);  Rector  v.  Dolby,  98  Mo.  App.  189  (1903). 
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CLAFLIN   v.  CLAFLIN. 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.    1889. 

[Reported  l 19  Mass.  19.] 

I'.u  i.  in  i.m  in.  Bled  November  3,  1888,  to  terminate  a  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  will  and  codicil  of  his  father, 
Wilbur  F-  Claflin,  in  the  residue  of  his  estate,  against  the  trustees 
under  the  will  and  the  plaintiff's  mother  and  brother.  The  answer  of 
the  mother  and  brother  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  entire  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  principal  and  income  of  that  portion  of  the  trust 
fund  held  in  trust  for  him,  and  made  no  claim  to  the  same  adverse  to 
it.  Hearing  before  W.  Allen,  J.,  who  ordered  the  bill  to  be 
dismissed  ;  and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  full  court.  The  case,  so 
far  as  material,  is  as  follows: 

Wilbur  F.  Claflin  at  his  death  left  a  widow  and  two  sons,  of  whom 
the  plaintiff  was  a  minor.  The  will,  which  was  dated  July  27,  1885, 
and  named  William  Claflin,  James  A.  Woolson,  and  Horatio  Newhall 
as  executors  and  trustees,  provided  in  the  second  clause  that  the  sum 
of  $50,000  might  remain  in  the  hands  of  one  of  the  executors  for  the 
period  of  five  years,  the  income  during  that  time  to  be  equally  divided 
between  the  wife  and  the  two  sons,  the  principal  at  the  end  of  that 
period  to  fall  into  the  residue  of  the  estate  ;  in  the  sixth  clause,  that  a 
trust  company  should  hold  §100,000  in  trust  to  pay  the  net  income  of 
several  sums  of  §30,000  to  the  wife  and  sons  during  their  lives, 
an  1  to  pay  over  the  principal  of  such  sums  at  their  death,  as  they 
should  appoint  by  will ;  in  the  ninth  clause,  that  the  persons  named  as 
executors  and  trustees  in  the  will  should  hold  §60,000  to  pay  the  net 
income  of  §20,000  to  his  wife  for  five  years,  and,  if  she  should  die 
before  the  end  of  that  time,  to  pay  over  the  principal  as  she  should 
appoint  by  will,  or  if  she  should  live  to  the  end  of  that  period,  to  pay 
I  to  hd.  and  further  to  pay  to  each  son  the  net  income  of  §20,000 
for  ten  year-,  and.  if  either  of  them  should  die  before  the  end  of  that 
time,  to  pay  over  that  amount  as  he  should  appoint  by  will,  or,  if 
either  of  them  should  live  to  the  end  of  that  period,  to  pay  it  over  to 
him  ;  and  in  the'  eleventh  clause  as  follows: 

"  Eleventh.  All  the  rest  and  residue  of  all  my  personal  estate  I 
give,  bequeath,  and  devise  to  William  Claflin,  James  A.  Woolson,  and 
'-<  whall.  all  aforesaid,  and  to  the  survivors  of  them,  but  in 
trust  nevertheless  for  the  purposes  following,  viz. :  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the-  Bame,  and  to  divide  the  proceeds  equally  among  my  wife,  Mary 
A.  (  laflin,  Clarence  A.  Claflin,  my  son,  and  Adelbert  E.  Claflin,  my 
;■  tbeli  heirs  by  representation." 

il.  which  was  dated  August  6,  1885,  provided  that,  "  Whereas 

nth'  in   said  will  I  directed  the  three  trustees  therein 

I,  viz.  William  Claflin,  James  A.  Woolson,  and  Horatio  Newhall, 


SECT.  III.]  CLAFLIN   V.    CLAFLIN.  165 

« to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  and  to  divide  the  proceeds  equally 
among  my  wife,  Mary  A.  Claflin,  Clarence  A.  Claflin,  my  son,  and 
Adelbert  E.  Claflin,  my  son,  or  their  heirs  by  representation,'  now  then 
I  revoke  and  annul  the  provision  of  said  will  as  above  set  forth,  and 
instead  thereof  I  declare  the  trust  in  the  words  following,  which  words 
are  to  be  taken  as  a  part  of  said  will  instead  of  the  words  revoked  and 
annulled,  viz. :  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  and  to  pay  to  my  wife, 
Mary  A.  Claflin,  one  third  part  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  to  pay  to 
my  son  Clarence  A.  Claflin  one  third  part  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  and 
to  pay  the  remaining  one  third  part  thereof  to  my  son  Adelbert  E. 
Claflin,  in  the  manner  following,  viz.  ten  thousand  dollars  when  he  is 
of  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,  ten  thousand  dollars  when  he  is  of  the 
age  of  twenty -five  years,  and  the  balance  when  he  is  of  the  age  of  thirty 
years." 

The  will  and  codicil  were  duly  admitted  to  probate,  and  the  executors 
proceeded  to  settle  the  estate  according  to  their  terms ;  and  when  the 
plaintiff  reached  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  the  trustees  paid  over  to 
him  the  sum  of  810,000. 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  he  had  the  entire  beneficial  interest  both 
in  the  income  of  the  third  part  of  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  estate  and 
in  the  property  itself,  and  that  no  reasons  existed  why  the  same  should 
be  longer  held  by  the  trustees,  as  such  further  holding  caused  him  un- 
necessary inconvenience  and  expense. 

S.  X-  Aldrich  and  E.  G.  Mc  Lines,  for  the  plaintiff. 

II.  Baldwin,  for  the  defendants. 

Field,  J.  By  the  eleventh  article  of  his  will  as  modified  by  a  codicil, 
Wilbur  F.  Claflin  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  trustees, 
"  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  and  to  pay  to  my  wife,  Mary  A.  Claflin, 
one  third  part  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  to  pay  to  my  son  Clarence 
A.  Claflin  one  third  part  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  to  pay  the  re- 
maining one  third  part  thereof  to  my  son  Adelbert  E.  Claflin,  in  the 
manner  following,  viz.  ten  thousand  dollars  when  he  is  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  ten  thousand  dollars  when  he  is  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years,  and  the  balance  when  be  is  of  the  age  of  thirty  years." 

Apparently,  Adelbert  E.  Claflin  was  not  quite  twenty-one  years  old 
when  his  lather  died,  but  he  some  time  ago  reached  that  age  and  re- 
ceived ten  thousand  dollars  from  the  trust,  He  has  not  yet  reached 
the  age  Of  twenty-live  years,  and  he  brings  this  bill  to  compel  the 
trustees  to  pay  to  him  the  remainder  of  the  trust  fund.  His  contention 
jSj  in  effect,  that  the  provisions  of  the  will  postponing  the  payment  of 
the  money  beyond  the  time  when  be  is  twenty-one  years'  old  are  void. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  his  Interesl   in  the  trust  fund  Is  vested  and 

absolute,  and  that  no  other  person  has  an\  interest   in  it.  and  the  weight 

of  authority  is  undisputed  that  the  provisions  postponing  payment  to 
him  until  some  time  after  he  reaches  the  age  of  twenty-one  j-ears  would 
i„.  treated  as  void  i>.\  those  courts  which  hold  that  restrictions  against 
the  alienation  of  absolute  interests  in  the  income  of  trusl  property  are 
void.     There  has,  indeed,  been  no  decision  of  this  question  in  England 
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t>\  the  House  of  Lords,  and  but  one  by  a  Lord  Chancellor,  but  there 
eeral  decisions  to  this  effect  by  Masters  of  the  Rolls  and  by  Vice- 
Chancellore.    The  cases  are  collected  in  Gray's  Restraints  on  Aliena- 
tion. §§  106    H-.  and  Appendix  II.     See  ,/osstfi/n  v.  Josselyn,  i»  Sim. 
dersv.  Vautier,  I  Beav.  115,  and,  on  appeal,  Cr.  &  Ph.  240; 
x    Eocke,  9  Beav.  66  \  Inn  Young's  Settlement,  18  Beav.  199  ; 
,'/n  117//,  29  Beav.  402;  Gosling  v.  Gosling,  II.  It.  V.  Johns. 
v.  Greene,  2  -loncs  Eq.  03  ;  Rattle  v.  Petway,  5  Ired. 

576. 

These  decisions  do  not  proceed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  that  the  property  should  be  conveyed  to  the  bene- 
ficiary on  his  reaching  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  because  in  each 
case  it  was  clear  that  such  was  not  his  intention,  but  on  the  ground 
that  the  direction  to  withhold  the  possession  of  the  property  from  the 
beneficiary  after  he  reached  his  majority  was  inconsistent  with  the 
lute  rights  of  property  given  him  by  the  will. 

This  court  has  ordered  trust  property  to  be  conveyed  by  the  trustee 
to  the  beneficiary  when  there  was  a  dry  trust,  or  when  the  purposes  of 
the  trust  had  been  accomplished,  or  when  no  good  reason  was  shown 
why  the  trust  should  continue,  and  all  the  persons  interested  in  it  were 
//•is  and  desired  that  it  be  terminated  ;  but  we  have  found  no 
expression  of  any  opinion  in  our  reports  that  provisions  requiring  a 
trustee  to  hold  and  manage  the  trust  property  until  the  beneficiary 
reached  an  age  beyond  that  of  twenty-one  years  are  necessarily  void 
if  the  interest  of  the  beneficiary  is  vested  and  absolute.  See  Smith  v. 
Harrington,  1  Allen,  560  ;  JBowditch  x.  Andrew,  8  Allen,  339  ;  Russell 
v.  GrinneU,  105  Mass.  425  ;  Inches  v.  Hill,  100  Mass.  575;  Sears  v. 
Ghoate,  146  Mass.  395.  This  is  not  a  dry  trust,  and  the  purposes  of 
the  trust  have  not  been  accomplished  if  the  intention  of  the  testator  is 
to  be  carried  out. 

In  Sears  v.  Choate  it  is  said,  "Where  property  is  given  to  certain 
persons  for  their  benefit,  and  in  such  a  manner  that  no  other  person 
has  or  can  have  any  interest  in  it,  they  are  in  effect  the  absolute  owners 
of  it.  and  it  is  reasonable  and  just  that  they  should  have  the  control 
and  disposal  of  it  unless  some  good  cause  appears  to  the  contrary." 
In  that  case  the  plaintiff  was  the  absolute  owner  of  the  whole  property, 
subject  to  an  annuity  of  ten  thousand  dollars  payable  to  himself.  The 
whole  of  the  principal  of  the  trust  fund,  and  all  of  the  income  not  ex- 
made  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  had  become  vested  in  him  when 
he  reached  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  by  way  of  resulting  trust,  as 
property  undisposed  of  by  the  will.  Apparently  the  testator  had  not 
□opiated  such  a  result,  and  had  made  no  provision  for  it,  and  the 
court  saw  no  reason  why  the  trust  should  not  be  terminated,  and  the 
property  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  Inches  \.  /////.  ubi  supra,  the  same  person  had  become  owner  of 
[citable  1  and  of  the  equitable  remainder,  and  "  no  reason 

appearing  to  the  contrary,"  the  court  decreed  a  conveyance  by  the 
trustees  to  the  owner.     See   Whall  v.  Converse,  146  Mass.  345. 
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In  the  case  at  bar  nothing  has  happened  which  the  testator  did  not 
anticipate,  and  for  which  lie  has  not  made  provision.  It  is  plainly  his 
will  that  neither  the  income  nor  any  part  of  the  principal  should  now  be 
paid  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is  true  that  the  plaintiff's  interest  is  alienable 
by  him,  and  can  be  taken  by  his  creditors  to  pay  his  debts,  but  it  does 
not  follow  that,  because  the  testator  has  not  imposed  all  possible  re- 
strictions, the  restrictions  which  he  has  imposed  should  not  be  carried 
into  effect. 

The  decision  in  Broadicay  National  Bank  v.  Adams,  133  Mass. 
170,  rests  upon  the  doctrine  that  a  testator  has  a  right  to  dispose  of 
his  own  property  with  such  restrictions  and  limitations,  not  repugnant 
to  law,  as  he  sees  fit,  and  that  his  intentions  ought  to  be  carried  out 
unless  they  contravene  some  positive  rule  of  law,  or  are  against  public 
policy.  The  rule  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  was  founded 
upon  the  same  considerations  as  that  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in 
this,  and  the  grounds  on  which  this  court  declined  to  follow  the  English 
rule  in  that  case  are  applicable  to  this,  and  for  the  reasons  there  given 
we  are  unable  to  see  that  the  directions  of  the  testator  to  the  trustees, 
to  pay  the  money  to  the  plaintiff  when  he  reaches  the  age  of  twcnt3*-five 
and  thirty  years,  and  not  before,  are  against  public  policy,  or  are  so 
far  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  property  given  to  the  plaintiff  that 
they  should  not  be  carried  into  effect.  It  cannot  be  said  that  these 
restrictions  upon  the  plaintiff's  possession  and  control  of  the  property 
are  altogether  useless,  for  there  is  not  the  same  danger  that  he  will 
spend  the  property  while  it  is  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  as  there 
would  be  if  it  were  in  his  own. 

In  Sanford  v.  Lackland,  2  Dillon,  6,  a  beneficiary  who  would  have 
been  entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  trust  property  at  the  age  of  twenty-six 
became  a  bankrupt  at  the  age  of  twenty-four,  and  it  was  held  that  the 
trustees  should  convey  his  interest  immediately  to  his  assignee,  as 
••  the  strict  execution  of  the  trusts  in  the  will  have  been  thus  rendered 
impossible."  Bui  whether  a  creditor  or  a  grantee  of  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case  would  be  entitled  to  the  Immediate  possession  of  the  property, 

Or  would  only  take  the  plaintiff's  title  sub  modo,  need  not  be  decided. 
The  existing  .situation  is  one  which  the  testator  manifestly  had  in  mind 
and  made  provision  for  ;  the  strict  execution  of  the  trust  lias  not  become 

Impossible;  the  restriction  upon  the  plaintiff's  possession  and  control 
is.  we  think,  one  that  the  testator  had  a  right  to  make  ;   other  provisions 

for  the  plaintiff  are  contained  in  the  will,  apparently  sufficient  for  his 

support,  and  we  sec  no  good  reason  why  the  intention  of  the  testator 
should    not    lie   cariied   out.       RuS8ell   v.   QrinneU,   ln."»  Mass.    125.      See 

Toner  v.  Collins,  <;7  Iowa.  869;  Rhoads  \.  A7,-<„,/.s-,  18  111.  289; 
L.nt  v.  Howard,  89  M.  V.  L69 ;  Barkley  \.  Dosser,  15  Lea,  529 ; 
Oarmichael  v.  Thompson,  5  Cent  Eep.  500 ;  Lampert  v.  Haydel,  20 
Mo.  4pp.  616.  , 

Decree  <ij]irmed. 

i  ('f  Gray,  Rule  against  Perpetuities  §§  121r-12t/  Sec  also  Wallace  v.  Smith, 
113  Ky.  268(1902);  Export*  Watts,  180  v  C.  887  (1902). 
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BRANDON  v.  ROBINSON. 
Chancery.     1811. 

[Reported  1  Rose,  197.] 

S  vi  hu  n  GrOOM,  by  his  will,  bearing  date  the  1st  of  August,  1808, 
devised  ami  bequeathed  i«>  the  defendants,  Robinson  and  Davies,  all 
bis  real  and  personal  estate  upon  trust,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
Bame  ;  and  after  payment  of  his  debts,  and  some  few  legaeies,  upon 
trust  t<>  divide  the  residue  of  the  produee  of  such  sale,  amongst 
his  children,  Thomas  Goom,  William  Goom,  Mary  Wright,  Esther 
Fuller,  Elizabeth  Goom,  Stephen  Goom,  and  Margaret  Goom  ;  and  he 
directed  that  the  eventual  share  and  interest  of  his  son  Thomas  Goom, 
of  and  in  his  estate  and  effects,  should  be  laid  out  in  the  public  funds, 
or  on  Government  securities  at  interest,  by  and  in  the  names  of  his 
trustees  during  his  life;  and  that  the  dividends,  interest,  and  produce 
thereof,  as  the  same  became  payable,  should  be  paid  by  them,  from  time 
to  time,  into  his  own  proper  hands,  or  on  his  proper  order  and  receipt, 
subscribed  with  his  own  proper  hand;  to  the  intent  that  the  same 
should  not  be  grantable,  transferable,  or  otherwise  assignable,  by  way 
of  anticipation  of  any  unreceived  payment  or  payments  thereof,  or  of 
any  part  thereof;  and  that  upon  his  decease,  the  principal  of  such 
share,  together  with  the  dividends  and  interest,  and  produce  thereof, 
should  be  paid  and  applied  by  his  trustees,  unto  and  amongst  such  per- 
son or  persons,  as  in  a  course  of  administration  would  be  entitled  to 
any  personal  estate  of  his  said  son  Thomas  Goom,  and  as  if  the  same 
had  been  personal  estate  belonging  to  his  said  son,  and  he  had  died 
intestate. 

The  testator  died  shortly  after  the  date  of  the  will. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1811,  a  commission  of  bankrupt  issued  against 
Thomas  Goom,  under  which  the  plaintiff  was  the  surviving  assignee. 
The  bill  prayed,  that  the  will  might  be  established  ;  that  the  clear  resi- 
due  of  tin-  e>tate  and  effects  might  be  ascertained  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff 

2  it  haw  the  benefit  of  such  part,  as  in  the  character  of  assignee  he 
lid  be  found  entitled  to.     To  this  bill  there  was  a  general  demurrer, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  or  title. 

Mr.  lint  and  Mr.  Home,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Mr.  Leach,  and  Mr.  Roupell,  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Tin.  Lord  (  hancellob.     [Loud  Eldon.]    Without  doubt  a  testator 
limit  his  property,  until  the  object  of  his  bounty  shall  become  bank- 
rupt ;  but  it  is  equally  clear,  that  if  he  give  it  for  life,  he  cannot  take 
ts  to  that  estate.     The  difference  is  very  great  between 
giving  an  interest  to  a  person  while  he  shall  remain  solvent,  and  then 
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over  ;  and  giving  it  for  life.  If  there  be  a  limitation  over  in  the  event 
of  insolvency  or  bankruptcy,  then  neither  the  person  so  becoming  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent,  nor  his  assignees,  can  take  any  benefit  beyond  the 
terms  of  the  will.  In  the  case  which  arose  upon  Lord  Foley's  will,  6 
Ves.  364,  it  was  argued,  and  I  thought  admitted,  that  if  the  estate 
went  to  the  sons  as  property  in  them,  all  the  consequences  must  attach. 

In  regard  to  property  given  to  the  separate  use  of  married  women, 
the  directions  originally  were,  that  the  money  was  to  be  paid  into  their 
proper  hands,  and  their  receipts  alone  to  be  a  discharge  ;  it  was  held 
that  a  married  woman  might  dispose  of  property  so  given  to  her,  and 
that  her  assignee  might  take  it,  as  this  court  would  compel  her  to  give 
her  own  receipt,  in  affirmance  of  her  own  contract.  In  3fiss  Watson's 
Case,  the  words,  and  not  by  anticipation,  were  introduced  by  Lord 
Thurlow  :  his  reasoning  was  this  ;  I  do  not  hereby  take  away  any  of 
the  incidents  of  property  at  law  ;  this  interest  which  a  married  woman 
is  suffered  to  take,  is  a  creature  of  equit}-,  and  equity  may  modify  the 
power  of  alienation. 

But  it  is  quite  different  if  the  power  is  for  life  ;  supposing  that  the 
bankrupt  makes  out,  that  he  never  has  an  interest,  till  he  attends  per- 
sonally ;  the  act  of  his  receipt  being  absolutely  necessary  :  yet  if  he 
was  never  to  attend,  or  to  give  that  receipt,  and  arrears  were  to  accu- 
mulate, it  is  clear  that  those  arrears  would  be  assets  for  his  debts.  It 
is  not  enough  that  the  testator  has  said,  the  fund  shall  not  be  trans- 
ferred :  in  order  to  prevent  that,  it  must  be  given  over  to  somebody 
else.  Unless  therefore  by  implication,  it  falls  into  the  residue,  it  is  an 
equitable  interest,  to  which  the  assignees  are  entitled. 

As  to  the  principal  fund  after  the  death  of  the  bankrupt,  the  conclu- 
sion is  different;  the  intention  of  the  testator  is,  "this  is  my  gift,  my 
personal  estate,"  not  that  of  the  bankrupt's-,  to  go  as  my  property  to 
certain  persons  whom  I  point  out  by  the  description  of  his,  the  bank- 
rupt's, next  of  kin.     This  demurrer  must  be  overruled.1 


JACKSON  v.  IIOBIIOUSE. 

Chakceby.     1*17- 

[Reported  2  iter.  183.] 

Tin:  defendant  Mary  Cox  being  entitled  to  the  sum  of  £6000  under 
tin-  will  of  Samuel  Xeale  (her  late   husband),  of  which  will   the  defend* 

ants  Hobhouse,  Moggridge,  and  Perkins  were  executors,  by  a  settle- 
ment made  subsequent  to  her  marriage  with  the  defendant  (icorgc  Cox, 
this  sum  was  assigned  to  the  executors,  upon  trust  to  permit  the  wife 
to  receive  the  interest  during  her  life  to  her  separate  use,  and  alter  her 

»  s.  c    IS  Ves.  420. 

Cf.  llobbi  v.  Smith,  16  Ohio  State,  410  (1864),  a  case  of  a  term  for  years. 
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death,  in  case  her  husband  should  survive  her,  upon  trust  to  pay  the 
same  to  him  during  ins  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  in 
trust  for  tlic  children  of  the  marriage,  and  in  case  there  should  be  no 
children,  then  for  the  survivor,  his  or  hei  executors,  ^c.  The  settle- 
ment contained  a  proviso  against  the  wife  assigning  or  otherwise  dis- 
posing of  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  in  any  mode  of  anticipation. 

Cox  and  his  wife  being  afterwards  desirous  to  raise  money  byway  of 
annuity,  and  the  defendant  Leeke  having  agreed  to  purchase  of  them 
an  annuity,  to  be  secured  on  the  £(5000,  provided  some  person  to  be 
approved  of  by  him  would  join  with  him  in  covenanting  for  the  pay- 
ment, they  applied  to  the  plaintiff,  who  agreed  to  join  them  accord- 
ingly, and  by  indenture  dated  the  29th  of  July,  1813,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  was  a  party,  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance  of  such  agree- 
ment, and  for  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,  Cox  and  the  plain- 
till  covenanted  with  Lcckc  for  payment  to  him  of  the  annuity  of  £153, 
during  the  joint  lives  of  Cox  and  his  wife,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor, 
Mary  Cox,  the  wife,  appointing  that  the  defendants  (the  trustees  in  the 
settlement)  should  pay  and  apply  the  yearly  interest  of  the  £6000 
during  her  life  to  Leeke,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned.  And 
Cox  and  his  wife  thereby  bargained  and  sold  to  Lceke  the  said  yearly 
interest  during  their  respective  lives,  and  the  principal  sum  to  which 
the  survivor  would  be  entitled  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  issue  of 
the  marriage  :  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  himself  (Leeke)  the 
said  annuity,  and  subject  thereto  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

Notice  of  this  assignment  was  given  to  the  executors,  and  the  an- 
nuity was  paid  up  to  the  29th  of  October,  1813,  only,  since  which  time 
no  further  payments  were  made,  and  the  defendant  Leeke  brought  his 
action  against  the  plaintiff  upon  the  covenant,  and  recovered  against 
him  the  sum  of  £356  for  arrears  of  the  annuity  and  costs. 

The  plaintiff  by  his  bill  representing  that  the  proviso  in  the  settle- 
ment against  assigning  by  way  of  anticipation  had  been  concealed  from 
his  knowledge  previous  to  his  becoming  a  party  to  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment die  having  been  induced  to  enter  into  the  covenant  therein  con- 
tained by  an  opinion  of  counsel  taken  upon  an  abstract  in  which  no 
mention  was  made  of  the  proviso,  and  the  deed  of  assignment  itself 
omitting  to  state  it) ;  moreover  charging  the  defendant  Mrs.  Cox  with 
being  privy  to  such  fraudulent  misrepresentation  and  concealment ; 
prayed  an  account  of  what  had  accrued  due  on  the  £6000  since  the 
date  of  the  indenture  of  the  2'Jth  of  July,  1813,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants Cox  and  his  wife  (who  were  out  of  the  jurisdiction),  and  the 
executors  might  be  compelled  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  £356  so  recov- 
ered against  him  in  the  said  action,  and  to  pay  to  the  defendant  Leeke 
the  residue  of  the  interest  of  the  £6000  upon  the  trusts  of  the  indenture, 
and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendants  (the  executors)  from  part- 
ing with,  or  in  any  manner  disposing  of,  the  said  principal  sum  of 
or  the  interest  thereof,  and  from  making  any  payment  on  ac- 
count thereof  to  the  defendants  Cox  and  his  wife,  or  to  any  person  for 
their  use. 
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The  injunction  was  obtained  upon  an  affidavit  verifying  the  principal 
allegations  in  the  bill,  but  not  to  the  extent  of  charging  Mrs.  Cox  as  a 
party  to  the  fraud  committed  ;  and  the  charge  was  positively  and  ex- 
pressly denied  by  her  answer  which  came  in  afterwards.  A  motion  was 
now  made,  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Cox,  to  dissolve  the  injunction. 

I/each,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Sir  S.  Rom  illy  and  Blake,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sugden,  for  the  defendant  Leeke. 

Abercrombu,  for  the  executors. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  [Lord  Eldon.]  For  many  years  after  I 
entered  into  the  profession,  no  such  thing  was  known  as  a  clause  of 
restraint  upon  alienation  of  a  wife's  separate  property  by  way  of  antici- 
pation. The  terms  of  the  power  in  Hidme  v.  Tenant,  1  Bro.  1G,  will 
be  remembered ;  and  there  Lord  Thurlow  held,  that  the  bond  being 
executed,  the  creditor  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  its  execution.  Yet 
it  is  obvious  that  such  a  determination  must  defeat  the  intention  with 
which  the  power  was  given.  It  was  afterwards  attempted,  in  cases  like 
Pybus  v.  Smith,  3  Bro.  340,  to  be  established  that  the  alienation  must 
be  eo  modo  with  the  power  given  •  that  the  circumstance  of  a  direction 
to  pay  the  interest  from  time  to  time  into  the  proper  hands  of  a  married 
woman  was  enough  to  prevent  her  from  having  any  absolute  disposing 
power  over  the  property,  or  any  part,  before  the  time  of  her  own  proper 
receipt  of  it.  But  this  attempt  also  was  overruled.  Lord  Thurlow  still 
continued  to  struggle  hard  that  the  wife  might  be  brought  into  a  situa- 
tion consistent  with  the  manifest  intention  of  the  settlor;  but  he  thought 
the  decisions  too  strong  against  it.  At  last,  he  began  to  alter  his 
opinion,  first,  in  the  case  of  Miss  Watson  (see  Parkes  v.  White,  11 
Ves.  221,  &c),  where  he  reasoned  thus  :  —  a  feme  covert,  having  power 
to  alien,  is  a  mere  creature  of  equity  to  the  extent  to  which  the  settle- 
ment constitutes  her  a  feme  sole,  and  no  farther ;  and  he  therefore 
thought  that  th<;  court  might  modify  the  power  of  alienation  b}'  such  a 
clause  as  that  now  under  consideration.  Lord  Alvanlev,  who  followed, 
thought  it  a  valid  clause  (in  Sockett  v.  Wray,  4  Bro.  483,  &c),  and  so 
it  lias  been  considered  ever  since.  It  is  too  late  now  to  contend  against 
the  validity  of  a  clause  in  restraint  of  anticipation. 

We  come  then  to  the  question  of  fraud  ;  and  that  which  is  alleged  in 
the  present  case  consists  in  the  statement  which  was  made  for  counsel's 
opinion,  containing  no  notice  of  the  clause  in  question,  the  plaintiff 
being  alleged  to  have  acted  upon  the  opinion  so  taken.  But,  supposing 
the  omission  to  be  clearly  the  wife's  personal  fraud,  the  question  has 
reference,  not  only  to  her  interest,  but  to  the  intention  of  the  author  of 
tin'  settlement  ;  and  it  becomes  :i  very  material  point  to  determine, 
whether  the  court  will  Buffer  the  fraud  of  the  wife  to  give  her  a  power 
of  alienation  against  the  intention  of  the  settlor.  I  am  strongly  in-' 
dined  to  think  that  it  never  could  have  this  effect.  If  it  were  to  lie  90 
held,  it  would  tend  to  induce  husbands  to  compel  their  wives  to  join  in 
a  fraud,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  them   such   a   power   of  alienation, 
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since  the  wife  may  then,  al  any  time,  acquire  thai  power  by  virtue  of 
her  own  fraudulent  act.  In  the  cases  referred  to,  of  a  married  woman 
having  a  power,  and  of  an  infant,  they  arc  capable  by  law  of  convey- 
ing :  the  act  of  the  latter  being  only  voidable  on  his  attaining  full  age. 
But  tin-  present  case  is  different,  the  married  woman  having  no  power 
to  make  a  conveyance.  If,  therefore,  the  fact  of  fraud  were  fully 
established,  it  would  be  difficult  to  make  out  the  inference  attempted 
to  be  derived  from  those  eases.  But,  in  this  case,  the  charge  of  fraud 
is  not  established,  and  the  wife  cannot  be  considered  as  a  feme  sole  to 
the  extent  required  by  the  plaintiff.  The  negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  in 
not  requiring  an  inspection  of  the  settlement,  has  lost  him  the  benefit 
which  he  might  have  derived  from  knowing  of  its  provisions.  There  is, 
therefore,  not  enough  to  support  the  injunction. 

Injunction  dissolved.1 


BARTON   v.   BRISCOE. 
Chancery.     1822. 
[Reported  Jac.  603.] 

By  indentures  dated  in  August  1811,  made  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
sale  of  certain  estates  belonging  to  James  Barton,  in  which  Marian 
Barton  his  wife  joined  for  the  purpose  of  relinquishing  her  right  of 
dower,  two  sums  of  £14,000  and  of  £5833  3  per  cent.  Consols  were 
paid  and  transferred  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  lay  out  the  same  in 
the  funds,  or  on  real  or  Government  securities,  with  the  consent  of 
Marian  Barton,  signified  by  some  writing  signed  by  her,  notwithstand- 
ing her  coverture,  and  from  time  to  time,  with  her  consent,  during  her 
life  to  vary  the  securities,  and  upon  trust  to  pay  the  dividends,  interest, 
and  annual  produce  to  such  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  intents 
and  purposes,  as  she  should  from  time  to  time,  notwithstanding  her 
coverture,  by  any  writing  or  writings  signed  by  her  with  her  name,  in 
her  own  handwriting,  appoint;  but  not  so  as  to  deprive  herself  of  the 
intended  use  or  benefit  thereof  by  sale,  mortgage,  charge,  or  other- 
wise, in  the  way  of  anticipation  ;  and  for  want  of  such  direction,  into 
her  own  proper  hands  for  her  own  separate  and  peculiar  use  and  bene- 
fit, independently  and  exclusively  of  the  said  James  Barton,  who  was 
not  to  intermeddle  therewith,  nor  was  the  same  to  be  liable  to  his  con- 
trol, debts,  or  interference:  and  it  was  declared  that  her  receipts  for 
tie-  dividends  should,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  be  sufficient  dis- 
charges :  and  after  her  death,  upon  trust  to  transfer  the  same  to  such 
or  persons,  &c,  as  the  said  Marian  Barton  by  her  will  or 
codicil  signed  by  her,  and  attested  by  two  witnesses,  should  appoint; 

1  See  CU>:e  v.   Carew,  1  J.  &  H.  199  (1859) ;  Bnteman  v.  Faber,  [1897]  2  Ch.  223; 
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.  199  (1859)  ;  Bnteman  v.  Faber,  [II 
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and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  transfer  the  same  to  Marian 
Millicent  Barton,  the  only  child  of  the  said  Marian  Barton  and  her 
husband,  for  her  own  use  and  benefit. 

James  Barton  had  since  died.  Marian  Millicent  Barton  had  attained 
twenty-one.  The  bill  was  filed  by  her  and  her  mother  Marian  Barton  ; 
stating  that  they  had  the  absolute  interest  in  the  funds,  and  were  desir- 
ous that  the  trusts  of  the  indentures  of  August  1811  should  be  deter- 
mined, and  praying  that  the  funds  might  be  transferred  into  the  sole 
name  of  Marian  Barton. 

Mr.  Shadwdl  and  Mr.  Pemberton,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Kinder sley,  for  the  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  [Sir  Thomas  Plumer.]  The  single 
point  in  this  case  is,  whether  upon  the  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
mother  and  daughter,  a  transfer  of  the  fund  comprised  in  the  settle- 
ment can  be  made,  the  trustees  requiring  the  sanction  of  the  court 
before  paying  it  over  to  purposes  not  strictly  according  to  the  letter  of 
the  deed.  It  may  be  urged  against  it,  that  there  are  words  forbidding 
anticipation,  directing  that  the  mother  shall  not  deprive  herself  of  the 
use  of  the  fund,  and  that  she  shall  have  during  her  whole  life  the  power 
of  disposing  of  it  by  will  and  not  otherwise;  and  that  to  transfer  it 
now  would  be  directly  contrary  to  these  provisions.  I  have  not  been 
able  to  find  any  authority  ;  and  the  question  is,  therefore,  to  be  decided, 
whether  a  clause  against  anticipation,  which  is  considered  an  obligatory 
and  valid  mode  of  preventing  a  married  woman  from  depriving  herself 
of  the  benefit  of  property  settled  (for  it  is  too  late  to  argue  that  now), 
becomes  of  no  effect  by  the  coverture  being  determined,  and  the  parties 
Interested  consenting  to  a  transfer. 

In  the  case  of  a  male,  a  similar  attempt  to  restrain  alienation  would 
be  of  no  effect;  that  was  decided  in  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Ves. 
429,  where  the  words  were  nearly  the  same  as  here.  The  testator 
directed  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  his  son  for  life,  and  that  he  should 
not  have  power  to  anticipate  the  growing  payments;  but  the  Lord 
Chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that  the  son  taking  a  life  interest,  it  fol- 
lowed as  an  incident,  that,  he  had  an  uncontrolled  power  of  disposition 
over  it,  unless  it  was  given  over  upon  alienation,  or  upon  an  attempt  to 
alienate.     In  this  ease  there  is  no  gift  over,  no  other  person  having  any 

interest;  the  equitable  interest  is  absolute  in  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  not 
distinguishable  from  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  excepl  by  the  sex  and  cover- 
ture ;   and  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  law  will   permit  restraints  u] the 

rights  of  property  in  the  case  of  females  which  it  will  not  permit  in  the 
of  males,     n  is.  however,  to  be  considered,  that  this  is  a  case  of 
rate  property;  and  thai  restraints  may  be  imposed  on  the  aliena- 
tion of  separate  property  is  now  settled,   more  upon  authority  than 
principle, beginning  with  what  was  don.'  by  Lord  Thurlow  in  the  case 
of  Mi>s  Watson's  settlement     At  that  time,  however,  there  was  con- 
able  doubt  about  it;    for  [fa  fenn   COVert  is  permitted   to  bold  sep- 
arate property  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole,  it  would 
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seem  that  it  ought  In  equity  to  have  those  incidents  which  all  other 
property  has.  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  they  can  be  taken  away 
from  it,  particularly  when  it  is  remembered,  that  the  protection  which 
courts  of  equity  afford  to  married  women  with  respect  to  their  property 
not  in  settlement,  they  may  if  they  please  give  up.  Why,  then,  should 
a  larger  protection  be  extended  as  to  that  over  which  a  power  of  dis- 
position is  given  them?  It  is,  however,  too  late  to  doubt  the  validity 
ol'  these  restraints:  the  question  is,  whether  they  must  not  be  confined 
to  the  coverture.  The  power  over  separate  property  being  a  creature 
of  equity,  it  is  said  that  equity  may  modify  that  power;  that  reasoning, 
however,  only  applies  during  the  coverture;  when  the  married  woman 
becomes  discovert,  she  has  the  same  power  over  her  property  as  other 
persons :  the  restraint,  therefore,  ought  not  to  continue.  The  attempt 
to  impose  upon  the  power  of  alienation  a  fetter  unknown  to  the  com- 
mon law  of  England  ma}'  be  permitted  to  the  extent  to  which  that 
power  is  created  by  equity,  but  not  further ;  when  the  coverture  is 
gone,  the  reason  on  which  the  restraint  is  founded  no  longer  exists. 

Supposing  that  to  be  so  generally,  is  it  not  pretty  plain  that  it  was  in 
this  case  the  intent  of  the  parties  so  to  confine  the  clause?  The  object 
was  to  exclude  the  power  of  the  husband  ;  her  receipts  are,  therefore, 
to  be  discharges  during  the  coverture :  it  is  not  to  be  liable  to  his 
debts ;  and  it  seems  as  if  all  the  anxiety  was  to  protect  her  from  his 
control,  which,  by  her  having  survived  him,  is  now  at  an  end. 

Another  point  to  be  considered  is  with  respect  to  the  power  the  set- 
tlement gives  to  the  mother  of  disposing  of  these  funds  by  will.  The 
question  is,  whether  she  can  now  deprive  herself  of  it,  and  abdicate  it. 
Now  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Death,  5  Mad.  371,  and  others  of  that  kind, 
have  decided  that  a  power  of  this  description  may  be  parted  with  ;  and 
there  is,  therefore,  I  apprehend,  nothing  to  prevent  her  from  now 
releasing  it,  and  thereby  precluding  herself  from  the  exercise  of  it.1 

1  In  Tullett  v.  Armstrong,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  377  (1840),  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  affirm- 
ing the  decree  of  Lord  Langdale  (1  Beav.  1),  and  in  contradiction  to  his  own  de- 
cision, as  Master  ot  the  Bolls,  in  Massey  v.  Parker,  2  Myl.  &  K.  174  (1834),  held 
that  a  clause  against  anticipation  in  a  gift  to  a  feme  sole  became  operative  upon  mar- 
riage. This  has  been  generally  followed,  except  in  Pennsylvania.  As  to  the  law  in 
that  State,  see  Gray,  Restraints  on  Alienation,  §  276. 
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GRAVES  v.  DOLPHIN. 
Chancery.     1826. 
[Reported  1  Sim.  66.] 

The  testator,  Benjamin  Graves,  gave  his  real  and  personal  estates 
to  trustees  upon  trust  (amongst  other  things)  to  pay  an  annuity  of 
£500  to  his  son  John  Graves,  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  then 
proceeded  thus : — 

"And  my  will  further  is,  and  I  do  direct  and  declare  that  the  said 
annuity,  or  yearly  sum  of  £500,  by  me  given  to  my  son  John  Graves 
for  his  life  as  aforesaid,  is  by  me  intended  for  his  personal  mainten- 
ance and  support  during  the  whole  term  of  bis  natural  life,  and  shall 
not,  nor  shall  any  part  thereof,  on  any  account  or  pretence  whatsoever, 
be  subject  or  liable  to  the  debts,  engagements,  charges  or  encumbrances 
of  him,  my  said  son  ;  but  that  the  same  shall  be,  for  the  purpose  afore- 
said, from  time  to  time,  as  and  when  the  same  shall  from  time  to  time 
become  due  and  payable,  be  paid  over  into  the  proper  hands  of  him,  my 
said  son,  only,  and  not  to  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever; 
and  I  do  further  direct  that  the  receipt  or  receipts  of  him  my  said  son 
only  for  such  annuity  shall  be  a  good  and  sufficient  discharge,  and 
several  good  and  sufficient  discharges  to  my  said  trustees  for  the 
same."  John  Graves  having  become  a  bankrupt,  his  assignees  sold 
the  annuity  to  the  defendant  Freshfield  :  and  the  question  in  the  cause 
was  whether  the  annuity  passed  to  the  assignees  by  the  assignment  of 
the  commissioners. 

Mr.  Hart  and  Mr.  Wakefield,  for  John  Graves. 

The  Vice-Chancellor.  [Sir  John  Leach.]  The  testator  might, 
if  he  had  thought  fit,  have  made  the  annuity  determinable  by  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  his  son;  but  the  policy  of  the  law  does  not  permit  property 
to  be  so  limited  that  it  shall  continue  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  bank- 
rapt,  notwithstanding  his  bankruptcy.  Declare  that  the  defendant 
FreshGeld  is  well  entitled  to  the  annuity  in  question. 


GREEN  v.  SPICER. 

(  iiwikv.     1830. 

[Beported  1  Run.  <j-  M.  395.] 

Bobsbi  Pnrjmra  the  elder,  by  his  will,  devised  certain  real  estates 
to  John  Spioer  and  Daniel  Robertson,  and  then-  heirs  and  assigns, 
"upon  trust  to  let  and  manage  tin-  same,  and  receive  the  rents,  issues, 

and  profits  thereof,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  to  or  for  the  board,  lodging,  maintenance,  and  support,  and 
bcneGt  of  my  son  Robert  Pinning  at  such  times  and  in  such  manner  as 
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they  shall  think  proper,  for  and  (hiring  the  term  of  his  natural  life  ;  it 
being  my  wish  that  the  application  of  the  rents  and  profits  for  the  bene- 
fit of  my  said  son  may  be  at  the  entire  discretion  of  the  said  .John 
Spicer  and  Daniel  Robertson,  ami  the  survivor  of  them,  ami  the  heirs 
and  a^si^im  ofsuch  survivor,  and  that  mv  said  son  shall  not  have  any 
power  to  sell  or  mortgage,  or  anticipate  in  any  way  the  same  rents, 
issues,  and  profits,  or  any  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  dividends  or 
interests,  derived  under  this  my  will." 

Robert  Pinning  the  younger  had  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Act  for  the 
Relief  of  [nsolvent  Debtors;  and  the  hill  was  filed  by  the  assignee, 
praying  that  he  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits 
of  the  devised  hereditaments  during  the  life  of  Robert  Pinning  the 
younger. 

Mr.  Jfich  rsti  th  and  Mr.  Girdlestone,  Jim.,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J/r.  Agar  and  Mr.  Parker,  contra. 

fur.  .Master  of  the  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Leach.]  The  question  in 
the  cause  is,  whether  the  testator's  son  Robert  Pinning  takes  any 
estate  or  interest,  under  the  will,  other  than  by  the  exercise  of  the 
discretion  of  the  trustees. 

Robert  Pinning  takes  a  vested  life  estate  of  which  the  trustees  can- 
not deprive  him  by  any  exercise  of  their  discretion  :  they  are  bound  to 
apply  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  for  the  benefit  of  Robert  Pinning, 
and  their  discretion  applies  only  to  the  manner  of  the  application. 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff . 


LORD  v.  BUNN. 

Chancery.     1843. 

{Exported  2  Y.  <fc  C.  C.  C.  98.] 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  dated  the  30th  March,  1822,  Thomas 
Lord  duly  appointed  and  conveyed  a  freehold  messuage  and  lands  situ- 
ate in  the  Kdgeware-road  to  Mathcw  Norton  and  David  Henderson 
and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  for  the  settlor  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to 
1 1 is  wife  for  her  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them  upo n 
trust  to  pay  or  permit  Thomas  Lord,  the  son  of  the  settlor,  to  receive 
the  clear  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  for  his  life  ;  provided  always 
that,  in  case  any  commission  of  bankrupt  should  be  issued  against  the 
ud  Thomas  Lord  the  son,  whereupon  iie  should  be  found  or  declared 
a  bankrupt,  or  in  case  he  should  make  any  composition  with  his  credi- 
tors for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  though  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
should  not  issue,  or  should  make  an}'  conve3-ance  of  his  estate  and 
-  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  or  should  be  discharged  under 
any  i:  tor  other  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament  then  already  or  there- 

after to  be  made  or  passed  for  the  relief  or  benefit  of  insolvent  debtors, 
then  and  in  such  case  notwithstanding  the  trusts  aforesaid  they  the  said 
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trustees,  their  heirs  or  assigns,  should,  during  the  life  of  the  said 
Thomas  Lord  the  son  (subject  to  the  life  estates  of  the  said  Thomas 
Lord  the  settlor  and  Amelia  Elizabeth  his  wife),  stand  and  be  possessed 
of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  upon  trust  to  apply,  lay  out,  and 
expend  the  clear  surplus  rents,  issues  and  profits  thereof  in  and  towards 
the  maintenance,  clothing,  lodging  and  support  of  the  said  Thomas 
Lord  the  son,  and  his  then  present  or  any  future  wife,  and  his  children, 
or  any  of  them,  or  otherwise  for  his,  her,  their  or  any  of  their  use  and 
benefit,  in  such  manner  as  they  the  said  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  the  survivor,  should  in  their  or  his  dis- 
cretion think  proper ;  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  of  them  the  said  Thomas  Lord  the  settlor,  and  Amelia 
Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  Thomas  Lord  the  son,  upon  trust  that  they  the 
said  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  should,  during  the  life  of  the 
widow  of  the  said  Thomas  Lord  the  son,  if  he  should  leave  any,  pay, 
apply  and  dispose  of  the  surplus  of  the  said  rents,  issues  and  profits 
unto  such  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes  as  any 
such  widow,  notwithstanding  any  future  coverture,  should  from  time  to 
time  (but  not  by  way  of  anticipation)  by  any  writing,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, under  her  signature  appoint;  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment, into  her  own  proper  hands  for  her  sole  and  separate  use ;  her 
receipts  to  be  sufficient  discharges:  and  from  and  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the  said  Thomas  Lord  the  settlor, 
and  Amelia  Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  the  said  Thomas  Lord  the  son,  and 
his  widow,  if  he  should  leave  a  widow,  upon  trust  for  all  and  every  the 
children  of  the  said  Thomas  Lord  the  son,  who  being  a  son  or  sons 
should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  who  being  a 
daughter  or  daughters  should  live  to  attain  that  age  or  be  married, 
which  should  first  happen,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more 
than  one,  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  for  their 
several  and  respective  heirs  and  assigns  forever;  and  in  case  there 
should  he  hut  one  such  child,  then  upon  trust  for  such  one  or  only 
Child,   his  or  her  heirs  and   assigns   forever. 

By  an  indenture  bearing  even  date  with  the  preceding  indenture, 
certain  Leasehold  property  situate  in  the  New  Road  was  duly  assigned 
by  Thomas  Lord,  the  settlor,  to  the  same  trustees,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  to  hold  upon  trusts  similar  to  those  declared 
by  the  before-mentioned  indenture,  allowing  for  the  difference  of  tenure 
of  the  respective  properties. 

Thomas  Lord  the  settlor,  and  Amelia  Elizabeth  his  witv,  died  many 

years  since,  leaving  Thomas  Lord,  the  son,  BUrviving  them.  Thomas 
Lord,  the  son.  married,  and  had  several  children. 

The  original  trustees,  under  the  indentures  of  settlement,  having  been 
discharged  from  their  trusts,  two  persons,  named  respectively  Bunn  and 

Burgoyne,  were  duly  appointed  trustees  in  their  room. 

Some  time  after  the   Stat.  1    it  i  Vict.  c.  IK)   came    Into  operation, 

Thomas  Lord,  the  son,  was  committed  to  the  Queen's    Bench  prison, 
vol..  vi.  —  12 
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charged  in  execution  for  debt,  at  the  Buit  of  one  Silver.  Satisfaction 
not  baviug  been  made  for  the  debl  within  twenty-one  days  after  such 
committal,  application  in  pursuance  of  the  above-mentioned  Act  was 
made  by  the  creditor  to  the  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors 
for  the  usual  vesting  order,  and  such  order  was  accordingly  made  in 
July,  1841.  Silver  was  a  few  months  afterwards  appointed  by  the 
\  ent  Debtors'  Court  assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
.  ent. 

The  trustees  having,  under  these  circumstances,  refused  to  pay  to 
any  person  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  in- 
dentures of  settlement,  a  bill  was  filed  in  January,  1842,  by  the  children 
of  the  insolvent,  one  of  whom,  a  daughter,  had  attained  her  age  of 
twenty-one.  and  the  insolvent's  wife,  the  mother  of  those  children, 
against  the  trustees,  the  assignee  under  the  Insolvent  Act  (Silver),  and 
the  insolvent,  praying  that  the  trusts  of  the  indentures  of  settlement 
might  be  carried  into  execution,  the  rights  of  all  parties  therein  ascer- 
tained, and  the  rents  and  profits  secured. 

By  an  order  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  dated  the  19th  May, 
1842,  the  insolvent,  having  duly  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the 
75th  section  of  the  Statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  was  discharged  from 
custody  ;  and  the  fact  of  such  discharge  was  brought  before  this  court 
by  supplemental  bill. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing,  the  principal  question  being  as 
to  tbe  manner  in  which  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  settled  property 
were  to  be  disposed  of  during  the  lifetime  of  Thomas  Lord,  the  son, 
from  the  time  of  his  insolvency. 

Mr.   Wigram  and  Mr.  Craig,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  s,  I n-,/,,,  for  the  defendants,  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Sidebotham,  for  the  defendant,  the  assignee. 

The  Vice-Chancellor.  [Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce.]  According 
to  my  construction  of  the  instruments  and  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the 
right  of  those  who  were  to  take  in  substitution  for  the  husband's  life 
estate,  does  not  arise  till  the  actual  discharge  of  the  husband  under 
the  Insolvent  Act.  The  rents  of  the  propert}',  therefore,  until  such 
discharge,  formed  part  of  the  husband's  estate,  and  belong  to  his 
assignee. 

It  has  been  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  assignee,  and  the  admission 
must  be  entered  by  the  registrar,  that  what  was  required  under  the  Act 
of  Parliament  to  be  done  to  obtain  the  order  of  the  19th  May,  1842, 
was  done,  and  that  thereupon  Thomas  Lord  obtained  his  discharge. 
That  being  admitted,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  trust  from  the  time  of 
the  discharge  took  effect  in  favor  of  the  husband,  wife,  and  children,  or 
some  of  them. 

With  regard  to  the  question  which  has  been  agitated,  whether  the 

tionary  power  created  by  the  settlement  yet  remains  in  the  trus- 

I   am  of  opinion  that  it  does.     In  the  first  place,  I   think  that, 

upon  the  true  construction  of  the  whole  settlement  together,  the  mean- 
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ing  to  be  collected  is,  that  a  discretion  was  to  be  vested  in  the  trustees 
of  the  settlements  for  the  time  being.  It  would,  I  think,  be  hcesio  in 
litera  if  I  were  to  hold  otherwise.  Assuming  that  these  trustees  were 
duly  appointed  in  the  room  of  the  former  trustees,  I  think  that  the  dis- 
cretionary power  created  by  the  settlements  is  vested  in  them.  It  has 
been  suggested,  that,  as  one  of  the  objects  who  are  to  take  in  default 
of  the  execution  of  the  power,  has  become  an  insolvent,  the  discretion- 
ary power  is  gone.  I  apprehend,  however,  that  the  discretionary  power 
has  not  gone  from  the  trustees.  If  an  individual  have  a  power  over  an 
estate,  which  estate,  in  default  of  execution  of  the  power,  is  vested  in 
others  —  as,  if  the  person  having  the  power  be  A.,  and  the  persons  to 
take  in  default  of  execution  be  B.  and  C,  it  is  immaterial  in  the  con- 
sideration of  A.'s  right  to  execute  the  power,  what  ma}'  have  become 
of  the  interest  of  B.  and  C,  because  it  is  a  mere  defeasible  interest. 
The  assignee  can  only  take  such  defeasible  interest  as  the  bankrupt 
had.  No  authority  has  been  stated  to  me  which  seems  to  have  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  contrary  notion,  and  I  think  that  the  trustees  have  a 
right  under  the  power  to  appoint  in  favor  of  the  insolvent  and  his  wife, 
or  in  favor  of  the  children,  or  any  of  them,  with  or  without  the  insol- 
vent and  his  wife  or  either  of  them. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  upon  these  settlements  (without  saying  what 
might  be  done  under  other  settlements),  that  any  benefit  which  the 
bankrupt  may  take  will  belong  to  his  assignee. 


YOUNGHUSBAND  v.  GISBORNE. 
Chancbbt.     1814. 

[Reported  1  Coll.  400.] 

Francis  Dlckini  iki.i>,  by  his  will,  dated  the  17th  June,  1823,  gave 
certain  real  estates  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  lew  and  raise  yearly, 
dining  the  life  of  his  brother  John  William  Astley,  one  annuity  or 
yearly  sum  of  £400  ;  and,  in  case  of  his  death  in  the  interval  between 
any  of  the  days  therein  mentioned  for  payment  thereof,  then  :i  propor- 
tional part  thereof  up  to  the  time  of  death.  And  he  directed,  that  the 
annuity    and    proportional    part    aforesaid    should    be    held    by    his    snid 

trustees, upon  trust  for  the  personal  support .  clothing,  and  maintenance 

of  his  said  brother,  so  as  not  to  be   subject   or   liable   to   the    claims    of 

any  person  or  persons  to  whom  he  should  attempt  t<>  charge, anticipate, 
or  otherwise  encumber  the  same,  nor  to  his  creditors  under  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy  or  any  Act  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors^ or  to 

his  own  control,  contracts,  debts,  or  other  eii'_r:i cements.  And  the 
testator  declared,    that  the   said   annuity  should   be   paid   to   his  said 
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brother  himself  from  time  to  time,  when  and  after  the  same  should  be- 
conie  ilue.  until  he  Bhould  attempt  to  charge,  anticipate,  or  otherwise 
encumber  the  same,  or  until  any  other  person  or  persons  might  claim 
the  same  :  aiul  from  ami  after  siieh  attempt  or  claim,  the  same  should 
1'e  applied  by  his  said  trustees,  or  some  person  under  their  direction, 
for  or  towards  the  personal  support,  clothing,  and  maintenance  of  his 
said  brother,  and  for  no  Other  purpose  whatsoever. 

The  testator  died  in  July,  1835,  and  the  trustees  duly  paid  the  an- 
nuity to  John  William  Astlev  up  to  the  25th  December,  1841. 

On  the  81st  of  May.  1842,  John  William  Astlcy  took  the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  his  assignees,  instituted 
this  suit  f<>r  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  annuity. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  JIallett,  for  the  plaintiff,  mentioned  Lord  v. 
Bunn,  -J  V.  &  ('.('.('.  98. 

Mr.  Beetles,  for  the  insolvent,  contended,  that  tins  was  a  mere  per- 
sonal  trust  for  him  ;  and,  not  being  either  an  absolute  interest  or  an 
interest  for  life,  did  not  pass  to  the  assignees.  He  cited  Twopeny  v. 
Peyton,  10  Sim.  487,  and  Godden  v  Crowhurst,  Id.  G42.  [The  Vice- 
Chancellok.  If  I  create  a  trust  for  the  maintenance  and  clothing 
of  a  male  adult  of  sound  mind,  is  it  anything  more  than  a  general 
trust  for  his  benefit?] 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  Colvile,  for  the  trustees. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Vice-Chancellor  noticed,  that, 
in  Twopeny  v.  Peyton,  the  gift  was  to  a  man  who,  at  the  time  of  the 
gift,  was  bankrupt  and  insane. 

The  Vice-chancellor.  [Sir  J.  L.  Knight  Bruce.]  I  wish  to 
be  understood  as  not  giving  any  opinion,  whether  the  two  cases  cited 
bj  Mr.  Beales  are,  or  are  not,  materially  distinguishable  from  the 
present.  If  they  are  not  so,  then  I  must  respectfulby  dissent  from 
them.  In  the  present  case,  I  must  sa}T  that  I  have  no  doubt.  There 
is  no  clause  of  forfeiture,  no  clause  of  cesser,  no  limitation  over.  It  is 
merely  a  wordy  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent,  attempted  to  be 
guarded  from  alienation,  but  vainh'  and  ineffectually. 

Considering  the  language  of  the  will  and  the  state  of  the  authorities, 
I  think  it  reasonable  that  the  costs  should  be  paid  out  of  the  fund.1 


IN  RE  COLEMAN. 

Chancery.     1888. 

[Reported  39  Ch.  Div.  443.] 

At.ft:kt>  <"(,i.t  man.  by  will  dated  the  5th  of  August,  1875,  gave  his 
te  to  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  his  wife 
during  widowhood,  "  but  in  the  event  of  her  death  or  second  marriage 
1  Cf.  Bland  v.  Bland,  90  Ky.  400  (1890). 
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then  I  direct  my  said  trustees  to  apply  such  rents,  interest,  dividends, 
and  annual  proceeds  in  and  towards  the  maintenance,  education,  and 
advancement  of  my  children  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  deem  most 
expedient  until  the  youngest  of  my  said  children  attains  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  on  his  or  her  attaining  that  age  then  I  direct  my 
said  trustees  to  distribute  the  whole  of  my  said  estate  between  my  said 
children  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as  ray  said  wife,  if  then  living, 
shall  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  or  if  dead,  then  equally  between  all  my 
children  then  living,  the  shares  of  any  females  to  be  for  their  sole  and 
separate  use  and  free  from  the  control,  debts,  or  engagements  of  any 
husband." 

The  testator  died  on  the  17th  of  May,  1880,  leaving  a  wife  and  four 
children.  The  widow  died  in  May,  1884,  without  exercising  the  power 
of  appointment.  At  her  death  two  of  the  children,  of  whom  John  Soy 
Coleman  was  the  eldest,  had  attained  twenty-one.  The  other  two  were 
minors  at  the  time  of  these  proceedings,  the  youngest  being  in  the 
seventh  year  of  his  age  at  the  widow's  death. 

On  the  13th  of  April,  1886,  John  Soy  Coleman,  who  was  resident  in 
Australia,  sold  and  assigned  absolutely  to  David  Henry  "  all  and  singu- 
lar the  part  or  share,  and  all  the  income,  property,  moneys,  securities, 
estates,  and  interests  to  which  the  said  J.  S.  Coleman  was  or  is  entitled 
to,  or  which  lie  may  at  any  time  hereafter  become  entitled  to  under  the 
said  will  of  his  said  father,  the  said  Alfred  Coleman,  deceased,  or  in 
any  other  manner  howsoever  by  reason  of  his  decease,  and  all  stocks, 
funds,  and  securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof, 
were  or  are,  or  is  now,  or  shall  or  may  at  any  time  hereafter  be  invested, 
ami  all  interest  to  become  due  in  respect  thereof." 

From  the  death  of  the  widow  the  trustees  had  applied  the  income  in 
equal  >hares  for  the  benefit  of  the  four  children,  paying  one-fourth 
directly  to  each  of  the  two  adults.  In  June,  188G,  formal  notice  of  the 
above  assignment  was  given  to  the  trustees,  with  a  request  by  I).  Henry 
and  by  .J.  s.  Coleman  that  the  payments  might  thenceforth  be  made  to 
Henry.  The  trustees  were  advised  not  to  make  any  further  paj'ments  in 
respect  of  J.  S.  Coleman  without  the  sanction  of  the  court.  They  con- 
tinued to  apply  three-fourths  of  the  income  for  the  benefit  of  the  children 
Other  llian  J.  S.  Coleman,  and  kept  the  remaining  fourth  in  hand. 

In  March,  L887,  Henry  took  out  an  originating  summons  t<>  have  it 
decided  whether  the  gifl  of  capital  to  the  children  was  contingent  on  their 
being  alive  at  the  period  of  distribution,  and  if  so.  whether  .1.  s.  Coleman 

had  an  interest  iii  the  income  which  would  pass  by  his  assignment. 

The  summons  Were  heard  before  Mr.  Justict  Worth  on  the  8th  of 
February,  L888. 

i'.i'-riti,  Q.C.,  and  Clayton,  for  Henry :  There  is  a  complete  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  a  person  sui  juris,  the  benefit  of  thai  i--  capable  of 
assignment  notwithstanding  that  the  trustees  here  are  under  the  terms 
to  apply  the  subject  of  the  trust  themselves:  Rippon  \.  Norton,  2 
Beav.  68;   Green  v.  Spicer,  l   Buss,  iv  My.  895;   Keanleyv.  Wood- 
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■;  Hare,  185;  Youngkuaband  \.  Q\%bome,  1  Coll.  100.  Here 
the  trustees  have  in  effect  appropriated  the  income  of  three  quarters  to 
three  of  the  children,  and  one  quarter  to  J.  S.  Coleman;  if  appropri- 
ation is  required  to  complete  the  title  of  the  assignee  nothing  more  can 
be  necessary  than  what  has  been  done. 

J  j  /.  for  the  infant  children,  was  not  called  on. 

.  for  the  trustees. 

North,  .'.  I  think  here  the  trust  created  was  a  good  trust,  and  that 
the  assign,  until  the  youngest  child  attains  the  age  of  twenty-one,  is  not 
entitled  to  have  anything  paid  over  to  him. 

1  am  asked,  on  the  authority  of  certain  cases,  to  deal  with  the  ques- 
tion as  if  there  had  been  a  separate  single  trust  for  one  person,  but  I 
think  the  eases  referred  to  have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  pres- 
ent, [n  Kearsley  v.  Woodcock  and  Younghusband  v.  Gisborne  there 
was  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled,  and  that  being  so, 
there  was  an  interest  which  passed  to  the  assignees.  The  present  case 
seems  to  me  entirely  distinct.  Here  there  is  a  gift  after  the  death  or 
cond  marriage  of  the  widow,  in  these  words,  "  to  apply  such  rents, 
dividends,  interest,  and  annual  proceeds  in  and  towards  the  mainte- 
nance, education  and  advancement  of  my  children  in  such  manner  as 
they  shall  deem  most  expedient,  until  the  youngest  of  my  said  chil- 
dren attains  the  age  of  21  years,"  and  then  there  is  a  trust  for  division, 
when  that  time  comes,  among  those  who  are  living  at  that  time.  It 
scons  to  me  there  is  a  trust  there  under  which  the  trustees  may,  if 
they  like,  exclude  one  person  altogether;  and  the}'  certainly  have 
power,  if  they  please,  to  apply  unequal  portions  of  the  income  for  the 
maintenance  of  the  children  as  they  ma}-  deem  necessary  or  desirable. 
There  is  a  trust  to  do  this  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  deem  most 
expedient,  and  "  most  expedient"  means  most  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children  for  whose  benefit  the  income  is  to  be  applied.  In  my  opinion 
it  is  necessary  to  apply  the  rents  for  these  children's  benefit,  and  if  the 
trustee-  think  it  expedient  to  apply  more  for  a  daughter  than  a  son,  or 
more  for  an  elder  child  than  for  a  younger  child,  it  is  in  their  discretion 
to  do  so,  and  in  such  manner  as  is  most  expedient. 

There  are  some  observations  of  Vice-Chancellor  Shadwell  in  the  case 
of  Godden  v.  i "roirhurst,  10  Sim.  642,  656,  which  seem  to  me  to  apply. 
■•  Then  the  property  is  given  for  '  the  maintenance  and  sup- 
port of  my  said  son,  and  any  wife  and  child  or  children  '  (which  is  the 
event  that  has  happened)  '  he  may  have,  and  for  the  education  of  such 
issue  or  any  of  them,  as  the}-,  my  said   trustees  for  the  time  being, 
shall,  in  their  discretion,  think  fit.'     Now  there  is  nothing,  in  point  of 
law.  to  invalidate  such  a  gift,  that  I  am  aware  of.     It  does  not  follow 
that  anything  was.  of  necessity,  to  be  paid  ;  but  the  property  wras  to  be 
applied  ;  and  there  might  have  been  a  maintenance  of  the  son,  and  of 
fe  and  of  the  children,  without  their  receiving  any  money  at  all. 
1'or  instance,  the  trustees  might  take  a  house  for  their  lodging,  and 
might  give  directions,  to  tradesmen,  to  supply  the  son  and  the 
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wife  and  the  children  with  all  that  was  necessary  for  maintenance; 
and,  therefore,  my  opinion  is  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  take  this  as  a 
mere  gift  for  the  benefit  of  the  son,  simply ;  but  it  is  a  gift  for  his- 
benefit  in  the  shape  of  maintenance  and  support  of  himself  jointly  with 
his  wife  and  children,  and.  if  that  is  the  true  construction  of  the  gift 
in  question,  the  result  is  that  the  assiguees  are  not  entitled  to  any- 
thing ;  but  the  consequence  is  that,  if  the  trust  was  a  perfect  trust  for 
accumulation,  for  the  second  period,  the  whole  of  the  accumulated  fund 
will,  at  the  end  of  that  period  be  applicable  for  the  maintenance  and 
support  of  the  son,  the  wife  and  the  children  collectively,  ami  the  as- 
signees have  no  interest  at  all." 

Under  these  circumstances  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  assign  is  not  en- 
titled to  call  upon  the  trustees  to  hand  over  to  him  the  one-fourth  share 
of  the  income.  It  is  said  that  it  has  been  appropriated  to  the  share  of 
the  son.  I  do  not  so  understand  from  the  evidence.  There  is  no  dis- 
pute about  the  application  of  three-fourths  of  the  income.  That  has 
been  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  as  to  whose  interest  there 
i-  no  dispute,  who  have  not  assigned,  but  inasmuch  as  a  question  has 
been  raised  as  to  anything  that  maybe  coming  to  the  son,  who  has 
assigned,  that  money  has  been  very  properly  and  wisely  kept  in  hand 
until  that  dispute  has  been  settled. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  good  and 
valid  trust  to  apply  such  part  of  the  income  as  the  trustees  may  think 
fit  for  the  maintenance,  education,  and  advancement  of  the  children 
(including  the  son  in  question,  if  they  think  it  expedient).  Then  I 
think  this  further  follows  — if  they  in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion 
appropriate  a  part  of  it  to  him  for  his  benefit,  and  propose  to  apply  it 
for  his  benefit  by  handing  it  over  to  him,  I  think  that  would  he  an  in- 
terest which  would  pass  by  the  assignment,  but  if,  instead  of  doing 
that,  they  think  lit  to  apply  it  in  some  other  way  for  his  benefit,  then  in 
my  opinion  the  assignee  does  not  take  the  benefit  of  that  provision  by 
way  of  maintenance,  or  whatever  it  is,  at  all. 

The  order  as  drawn  up  declared  that  no  child  of  the  testator  is  en- 
titled, prior  to  th<-  time  when  the  youngest  of  his  children   attains  the 
of  twenty-one  years,  to  paymenl  of,  or  has  a  transmissible  interest 
in,  one-fourth  share  or  any  part  of  the  income  of  the  residuary  estate  of 
the  aaid  A.  Coleman,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiff  haa 
,  [aim,  present  or  future,  prior  to  thai  event,  against  the  trustees  of 
the  will  of  the  said  A.  (  oleman  for  income,  and  that  the  trustees  are 
i, ploy  the  in, •..me  for  the  benefil  and  maintenance  of  the 
children,  including  the  -aid  d.  s  Coleman,  at  their  absolute  discretion. 
Henry  appealed  from  this  decision.    The  appeal  was  beard  on  the 
loth  of  August,  l 

Everitt,Q.C,  and  Clayton,  for  the  appellant:  We  sa\  thai  eacb 
child  t:i's'  -  a  ■•■  -ted  interest  in  one-fourth  of  the  income,  and  whatever 
comes  in  the  way  of  property  to  an  adult  who  La  mi  juris  can  be  as- 
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signed,     b    ■'•  \    Norton^  Beav.  68,  under  a  very  similar  trust 

to  the  present,  the  assignee  in  insolvency  of  one  of  the  beneficiaries 
>\  :i^  held  entitled  to  an  aliquol  Bhare. 

,,.N.  L.J.     That  case  does  nol  help  us,  for  no  reasons  are  given. 

Kby,  L.  J.     I  do  nol  sec  ray  way  to  supporting  the  decision.] 

In    /.     ./  v.  Bunn,  2  V.  &  ('.  (Ch.)  98,  it  was  held  that  the  trustees 

had  :i  discretion,  and  they  had  a  power  of  excluding  any  of  the  objects 

of  the  trust,  but  thai  so  far  as  the  insolvent  took  anything  it  would  go 

to  his  assignee. 

I'm  Coi  i;i  here  intimated  a  doubt  whether  more  was  meant  than 
that  whatever  interest  the  insolvent  had  if  the  trustees  did  not  exercise 
any  discretion  would  go  to  the  assignee.] 

In  Goddi  a  v.  Crou-hurst,  10  Sim.  G42,  the  power  was  not  exclusive, 
but  the  provision  was  for  a  man  and  his  wife  and  children,  who  were 
all  living  together,  and  it  was  held  that  the  man's  assignee  in  bank- 
ruptcy was  not  entitled  to  anything,  but  this  was  on  the  ground  that 
the  provision  was  not  severable.  In  Twopeny  v.  Peyton,  Ibid.  487, 
the  trustees  had  power  not  to  give  the  bankrupt  anything,  and  on  that 
ground  his  assignees  could  not  take.  In  Youn g husband  v.  Gisborne, 
1  Coll.  400,  a  trust  of  income  for  the  support,  clothing,  and  mainte- 
nance of  an  adult  was  held  to  be  a  trust  for  his  benefit,  and  to  entitle 
his  a-signee  in  bankruptcy  to  the  income.  In  this  case  Godden  v. 
Crowhurst  and  Twopeny  v.  Peyton  were  disapproved  of.  There  can- 
not be  an  inalienable  provision  for  an  adult  sui  juris. 

[Fry.  L.  J.  Suppose  a  person  elected  as  an  inmate  to  an  almshouse 
with  an  allowance  of  provisions.] 

That  is  not  propert}'  coming   under  a  deed  or  will.     In  Green  v. 
Xpicer,  1  Russ.  &  My.  395,  where  there  was  no  power  to  apply  othcr- 
than  for  the  benefit  of  one  person,  the  manner  onby  being  left  dis- 
cretionary, the  income  was  held  to  pass  to  the  assignee  in  insolvency. 
In  Hayes's  Conveyancing,  oth  ed.  vol.  i.  p.  506,  it  is  stated  that  some 
conveyancers  had  thought  that  there  could  be  an  inalienable  trust  for 
the  personal  maintenance  of  a  person  sui  juris,  but  the  cases  to  which 
he  refers  show  that  there  must  be  a  power  to  give  the  property  to  some 
one  else  or  it  will  pass  to  an  assignee.     The  polic}-  of  the  law  is  against 
inalienable   trusts.     To  allow  maintenance  to  be  inalienable  wolild  be 
against  the  polic}-  of  the  law  :  Tudor s  Leading  Cases  on  Real  Property, 
.  p.  978. 
1 1    imus  Sturges,  for  the  infant  children :  The  order  does  not  seem 
happily  worded,  for  a  transmissible  interest  there  certainty  is, 
i  only  a  contingent  one.     The  case  I  make  is  this,  that  the  as- 
has  no  present  propert}*  under  the  will,  his  interest  in  the  capital 
tingent,  and  until  the  youngest  child  attains  twenty-one  the  in- 
11  by  the  trustees  upon  trust  to  apply  it  for  the  benefit  of 
ldren  as  they  think  fit,  so  that  no  child  is  entitled  to  anything 
but  what  the  trustees  choose  to  give  him.     This  is  not  like  the  cases 
there  was  a  vested  gift  with  a  discretionary  power  to  take  it 
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away,  still  less  is  it  like  cases  where  there  was  a  gift  with  a  discretion 
as  to  the  mode  of  its  application. 

[Fry,  L.  J.  An  assignment  for  value  of  whatever  A.  B.  may  take 
under  the  will  of  C.  D.,  who  is  still  living,  passes  whatever  A.  B.  ulti- 
mately takes  under  the  will  of  C.  D.  Why  may  not  this  assignment 
pass  whatever  J.  S.  Coleman  may  take  under  the  exercise  of  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  trustees?] 

I  do  not  dispute  that  if  the  trustees  pay  him  anything  it  would  pass 
by  the  assignment,  and  that  the  payment  therefore  would  be  made  to 
the  wrong  person,  but  I  contend  that  the  trustees  might  apply  it  for 
his  benefit  in  other  ways  without  being  interfered  with,  e.  g.  in  paying 
his  bills.  The  case,  I  submit,  is  covered  by  authority :  Godden  v. 
Crotohurst;  Wallace  v.  Anderson,  16  Beav.  533.  The  cases  cited 
against  me  do  not  affect  my  position.  Lord  v.  JBvnn  only  decides 
that  the  assignee  takes  whatever  the  trustees  determine  to  give  to  the 
assignor. 

[Fry,  L.  J.     Should  you  be  satisfied  with  the  following  declarations  : 

1 .  That  no  child  is  entitled  prior  to  the  attainment  of  twenty-one  by 
the  youngest  of  the  testator's  children  to  the  payment  of  any  part  of 
the  income  of  the  residuary  estate. 

2.  That  the  trustees  are  entitled  to  apply  the  said  income  for  the 
maintenance,  education,  or  advancement  of  the  children,  including 
J.  8.  Coleman,  in  their  absolute  discretion. 

3.  That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  no  interest  in  the  said  income  ex- 
cept such  moneys  or  property,  if  any,  as  may  be  paid  or  delivered,  or 
appropriated  for  payment  or  delivery  by  the  trustees  to  the  said  J.  S. 
Coleman.] 

I  sbonld  be  satisfied  with  those  declarations. 

Page,  for  the  trustees:  We  wisli  it  to  be  decided  whether  we  can 
send  out  goods  to  J.  S.  Coleman,  and  I  submit  that  we  may.  Where 
a  gift  of  income  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  class  with  a  discretion 
how  it  is  to  be  applied,  it  baa  never  been  held  that  members  of  the 
Claae  take  a  vested  interest. 

[Fbt,  L.J.  A  man  may  assign  what  he  has  not  got,  and  the  assign- 
ment becomes  effectual  if  he  i_rets  it.  If  you  send  out  goods  to  J.  S. 
Coleman,  why  should  not  his  assignee  take  them?] 

No  ■  SO  far  as  to  make  an  assignment  operate  on  what  tnis- 

may  in  their  discretion  allot  to  one  of  the  objects  of  the  trust: 

In  re  Clarke,  86 Cta.  D.  848;   Official  Receiver  v.  Tallin/,  18  Q.  B.  I). 

•_'."»;    1.".    App.  (  as.  528.      The   interest    of  J.  8.  Coleman    in   the   capital 

is  contingent:  HiUiard  v.  Widford,  42  L.J.  (Ch.)  624;  and  In  re 
Parker,  \>'>  Ch.  I>.  it.  la  againat  treating  by  reason  of  anch  a  trust  for 
maintenance  as  this. 

Clayton,  in  reply.  In  ///  r>  Parker  the  bust  was  to  apply  the  in- 
come or  anch  part  thereof  as  the  tin-tees  should  think  fit  —  here  the 
truat  la  to  apply  the  whole  ineoinc 

COTTOH,  L.J.    This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Nbrth} 
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and  we  think  that  Borne  alteration  in  its  terms  is  requisite.  The  con- 
tention  of  the  appellant  was  that  each  of  the  four  children  took  a  vested 
interest  in  one-fourth  i>l'  the  income  till  the  youngest  child  attained 
twenty-one.  1  am  of  opinion  that  no  child  has  a  right  to  any  share 
of  the  income.  The  trusters  have  u  discretion  to  apply  the  income  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  children  in  such  manner  as  they  think  (it.  This 
excludes  the  notion  of  the  children  being  entitled  to  aliquot  shares.  I 
will  assume,  though  I  do  not  decide,  that  the  trustees  have  no  power 
lude  a  child,  but  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  under  this  power 
they  could  make  unequal  allowances  for  the  benefit  of  the  children,  and 
might  allow  only  half-a-crown  to  one  of  them.  This  is  not  a  void  at- 
tempt to  make  shares  given  to  children  inalienable,  so  as  to  exclude 
their  creditors,  it  is  a  power  to  the  trustees  to  give  to  each  child  what 
they  think  lit,  and  if  they  cannot  altogether  exclude  a  child  who  has 
become  bankrupt  or  assigned  his  interest,  they  can  allot  to  him  as 
little  as  they  think  desirable.  Then  docs  the  assignment  include  every 
benefit  which  the  trustees  give  to  J.  S.  Coleman  out  of  the  income? 
I  think  not  If  the  trustees  were  to  pay  an  hotel-keeper  to  give  him  a 
dinner  he  would  get  nothing  but  the  right  to  eat  a  dinner,  and.  that  is 
not  property  which  could  pass  by  assignment  or  bankruptcy.  But  if 
they  pay  or  deliver  money  or  goods  to  him,  or  appropriate  money  or 
goods  to  be  paid  or  delivered  to  him,  the  money  or  goods  would  pass 
by  the  assignment.  I  think  that  the  declaration  proposed  by  Lord 
Justice  Fry  is  right,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  trustees  will  not  be 
at  liberty  to  send  over  money  or  goods  to  J.  S.  Coleman. 

The  strongest  cases  referred  to  by  the  counsel  of  the  appellant  were 
Green  v.  Spicer  and  Younglmsband  v.  Gisborne,  but  in  these  cases 
the  income  was  directed  to  be  applied  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
solvent, which  made  it  his  propert}',  and  an  attempt  was  then  made  to 
prevent  its  being  dealt  with  as  his  property  if  he  became  bankrupt. 
Ibre  no  property  is  given  to  J.  S.  Coleman,  but  only  a  discretion  to 
the  trustees  to  apply  such  part  as  they  think  fit  of  the  income  for  his 
benefit.  This  case,  therefore,  does  not  come  within  the  principle  of 
those  cases,  and  I  think  that  the  declaration  proposed  by  the  Lord 
•  Fry  is  right. 

Fry  and  L<>n:s.  L.J.J.,  concurred.1 

i  Cf.  Re  Bullock,  GO  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  341  (1891). 
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FISHER  v.  TAYLOR. 

Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania.     1829. 

[Reported  2  Rawlc,  33.] 

Ejectment  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Mifflin  County,  removed 
to  this  court  by  writ  of  error. 

Matthew  Taylor,  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  dated  the  16th  of 
July,  1821,  directed  as  follows  :  — 

"I  will  and  direct,  that  my  son,  John  Taylor,  pa}'  out  of  the  land 
devised  to  him  six  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  ;  and  that  my  son,  Henry 
Taylor,  payout  of  the  land  devised  to  him,  thirteen  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  to,  and  for  the  following  use  and  purpose:  —  My  executors 
hereinafter  mentioned  shall,  within  one  year  after  my  decease,  purchase 
a  tract  of  land,  at  the  price  of  two  thousand  dollars,  four  hundred  dol- 
lars to  be  paid  in  hand,  and  the  residue  to  be  paid  in  four  equal  annual 
payments;  and.  the  tract  of  land  so  purchased,  shall  be  conveyed  to 
pay  executors  in  trust  for  my  son,  Sample  Taylor,  the  said  Sample  to 
have  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  but  the  same  not  to  be  liable 
to  any  debts  contracted,  or  which  may  be  contracted  bj-  the  said 
Sample,  and  at  the  death  of  the  said  Sample,  the  tract  of  land  afore- 
said, to  vest  in  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said  Sample,  in  fee  ;  and  if 
the  said  Sample  shall  die  without  heirs  of  his  body,  then  the  tract  of 
land  aforesaid,  to  vest  in  my  right  heirs." 

The  testator  appointed  his  sons,  John  Taylor,  and  Henry  Taylor,  and 
his  nephew,  Samuel  W. Taylor,  his  executors:  and.  letters  testamentary 
were  issued  to  them  on  the  20th  of  November,  1823.  The  executors, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  will,  purchased,  in  the  year  1824,  of  John 
Graham  and  wife,  a  tract  of  land,  situate  in  Wayne  township,  Mifflin 
County,  containing  one  hundred  and  eighteen  acres,  with  a  house, 
barn,  and  orchard  thereon  ;  for  which  a  deed  was  made  to  the  said 
executors,  their  heirs,  and  assigns,  in  trust,  for  Sample  Taylor,  to 
have  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  during  life,  but  not  subject  to  his 
debts;   remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  in  fee;  reversion  to  the 

heirs   of  Matthew   Taylor. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  who  was  plaintiff  below,  had  a  judgmenl  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Mifflin  County  of  Augusl  Term,  1825, 
on  which  a  fieri  facias  was  issued,  and  levied,  by  his  directions,  on 
the  life  estate  of  the  defendant,  Sample  Taylor,  In  this  tract  of  land. 
By  virtue  of  a  venditioni  exponas,  to  November  Trim.  1825,  the 
estate  thus  levied  upon,  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  of  Mifflin  County  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  a  deed  for  the  same  was  duly  executed  and  acknowledgi  d. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  an  ejectment  against  the  defendant,  to 
recover  the  estate  sold  and  conveyed   to   him.     In   this  action,  Henry 
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Taylor,  John  Taylor,  and  Samuel  W.  Taylor,  executors  of  Matthew 
Tavlor,  deceased,  came  Into  court,  and  prayed  to  be  admitted,  and 
were  admitted,  as  co-defendants. 

{)\\  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  Court  charged  the  jury  as  follows:  — 

BcRNSiDti,  President.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  contend,  that  Sample 
Taylor  had  a  life  estate  in  the  premises,  which  could  be  sold  and  con- 
veyed by  the  sheriff,  and  he  let  into  possession  to  take  the  vents  and 
profits  of  the  estate  during  the  life  of  Sample  Taylor,  and  insists, 
1.  That  a  judgment  is  a  lien  on  every  possible  interest  which  a  debtor 
lias  in  land.  2.  That  a  lease  is  subject  to  a  judgment.  3.  That  a  trust 
estate  is  liable  for  debts,  and  that  this  devise  is  within  the  Statute  of 
and  is  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  any  other  estate  for  life. 
I.  That  the  limitation  is  inconsistent  with  the  estate  granted,  and  that 
it  is  subject  to  the  debts  of  Sample  Taylor.  These  among  others  em- 
brace the  arguments  of  the  plaintiff;  and,  however  generally  correct 
his  propositions  are,  this  court  deny  their  application  to  the  case  before 
us.  Matthew  Taylor  had  a  right  to  devise  his  estate  to  whom,  and  in 
what  manner  he  pleased.  He  had  a  right  to  make  a  provision  for  his 
son,  and  such  a  provision  as  would  not  be  subject  to  the  claim  of  cred- 
itors ;  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  b}-  his  will  he  has  done  so.  The 
executors  take  the  estate  upon  the  special  trust,  to  let  Sample  have  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  for  his  life.  They  have  a  right  to  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  estate,  to  rent  it,  to  have  it  farmed  and  worked,  and  to  pay 
over  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  to  Sample  —  they  may  permit  him  to 
use  it.  This  is  not  a  use  executed  by  the  Statute.  Trust  estates  have 
been  recognized  l\y  our  own  legislature ;  they  are  excepted  out  of  the 
Statute  respecting  joint  tenancy.  Trusts  are  often  created  for  the  best 
purposes  :  for  the  support  of  infants,  the  protection  of  females,  and  the 
maintenance  of  the  unfortunate.  This  court  deny  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover;  and,  the}'  instruct  }'0U,  that  the  sheriffs  sale  did  not 
devest  the  executors  of  Matthew  Taylor  of  their  legal  right  to  use  and 
occupy  this  estate,  and  to  pajr  over  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  to 
Sample  Taylor,  and  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  b}-  law  to  your 
verdict. 

The  jury  accordingly  found  for  the  defendants,  and  the  court  there- 
entered  judgment.  To  reverse  that  judgment,  the  plaintiff  sued 
out  the  present  writ  of  error. 

The  errors  assigned  were  :  — 

"  1.  The  Court  erred  in  charging  the  jury,  that  the  estate  of  Sample 
Taylor,  was  not  executed  by  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

••  2.  The  Court  erred  in  saying,  that  it  was  not  subject  to  the  claim 
of  creditors. 

"  3.  The  Court  erred  in  charging,  that  the  executors  of  Matthew 
Tavlor  had  a  right  to  the  occupation  of  the  estate,  to  rent  it,  to  have  it 
farmed  and  worked,  and  pay  over  the  rents  and  profits  to  Sample 
Taylor. 

';  4.    The  Court  erred  in  saying,  that  the  executors  of  Matthew  Tay- 
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lor  bad  the  legal  right  to  use  and  occupy  the  estate,  and  that  the 
sheriffs  sale  did  not  devest  them  of  it. 

••  3.    The  Court  erred  in  denying  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover." 

The  cause  was  argued  in  this  court  by  W.  21.  Hall  and  lilt/the,  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Banks  and  Putter,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Smith,  J.  The  only  question  before  the  court  below  was,  and  it  is 
the  only  question  here,  whether  Sample  Taylor  had  such  an  interest  in 
the  land  mentioned  in  this  ejectment,  under  the  above-mentioned  will 
and  deed,  as  is  by  law  subject  to  the  lien  of  a  judgment,  rfiid  such  as 
may  be  sold  by  execution  against  him  for  the  payment  of  his  debts? 
There  never  has  been  a  question,  or  doubt,  as  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  He  manifestly  designed  to  secure  to  his  son,  Sample  Taylor, 
the  enjoyment  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  land,  during  his 
life,  in  such  a  manner,  that  they  should  not  be  subject  to  be  sold  for 
the  payment  of  his  debts  ;  and,  he  constituted  his  executors  special 
trustees,  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect.  The  Court  of  Common 
Fleas  correctly  decided,  that  this  was  not  a  case  within  the  Statute  of 
Uses.  It  was  necessary  that  the  executors  should  take  the  legal  estate 
for  the  purposes  of  the  trust,  in  order  to  give  effect  to  the  testator's 
intention  ;  and,  the}'  wrere,  therefore,  properly  held  to  be  entitled  to 
use  and  occupy  the  land,  to  let  it,  or  to  have  it  tilled  and  worked,  so  as 
to  enable  them  to  comply  with  the  disposition  of  the  testator,  in  regard 
to  the  application  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  to  Sample  Taylor.  A 
different  construction  would  make  the  beneficial  interest,  which  the 
testator  intended  to  provide  for  his  son,  subject  to  be  sold  for  his 
debts,  when  he  expressly  declared,  that  it  should  not  be  so  subject, 
and  would  thus  set  up  a  new  will  in  place  of  that  which  it  affected  to 
interpret. 

The  intention  of  the  testator  ascertained,  the  only  question  is, 
whether  his  disposition  is  contrary  to  law.  A  man  majr,  undoubtedly, 
so  dispose  of  his  laud  as  to  secure  to  the  object  of  his  bount}-,  and  to 
liiiu  exclusively,  the  annual  profits.  The  mode  in  which  he  accom- 
plishes such  a  purpose,  is  by  creating  a  trust  estate,  explicitly  desig- 
nating the  uses,  and  defining  the  powers  of  the  trustees.  All  this,  we 
think,  has  been  sufficiently  effected  in  the  case  under  consideration. 
Nor  is  BUCh  a  provision  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law,  or  to  any  Act 
Of  Assembly.  Creditors  cannot  complain,  because  they  are  bound  to 
know  the  foundation  upon  which  they  extend  their  credit.  The  Act  of 
\  embly,  cited  from  1  Smith's  Law-.  7.  docs  not  apply,  the  land  in 
question  doI  being  the  land  of  Sample  Taylor,  the  defendant,  lie  has 
no  life  estate  in  it.  nor  any  interest  which  is  subject  to  he  sold  for  the 
paymenj  of  Bis  debts.  The  benefit  he  derives  under  the  will  of  his 
father,  is  merely  the  right  of  receiving  from  the  trustees,  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  premises,  which  tiny  hold  under  the  deed  from  .John 
Craliam  and  wife  ;  to  the  ix-reeption  of  th08e  rents  and  profits,  they  aro 
in  the  first  place  entitled,  for  the  purpose  of  fulfilling  their  trust. 
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We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Picas, 

was  correct,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Tod,  J.,  dissented. 

Judgment  affirmed,1 


TILLINGHAST   v.   BRADFORD. 

Supreme  Court  of  Rhode  Island.     1858. 

[Reported  [>  ILL  205.] 

Demurrer  to  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee,  under 
the  "  Poor  Debtor's  Act,"  of  Hezekiah  Sabin  the  younger,  against  him, 
and  against  Nicholas  II.  Bradford,  trustee  under  the  will  of  Hezekiah 
Sabin,  Sen.,  of  certain  real  estate  situated  in  Westminster  Street  in 
Providence,  held  by  said  Bradford  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  said  Heze- 
kiah the  younger. 

The  bill,  in  substance,  set  forth  the  will  of  Hezekiah  Sabin,  Sen.,  of 
the  date  of  February  G,  1853,  and  his  subsequent  death  ;  and  it  appeared, 
that  in  and  by  said  will,  the  testator  devised  a  certain  undivided  share 
of  the  real  estate  in  question  to  Charles  F.  Tillinghast,  Esq.  —  whose 
successor  in  the  trust  Bradford  was  stated  to  be,  —  " In  trust,  to  hold 
the  same,  for  the  said  trustee  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
and  after  paying  therefrom  all  the  taxes,  repairs,  insurance,  and  other 
charges  thereon,  to  pay  to  my  said  son  Hezekiah  the  net  income  thereof 
during  his  natural  life,  for  his  own  use,  and  from  and  after  his  decease 
to  convey  the  said  portion  of  said  real  estate  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Hezekiah  Sabin,  Jr.,  and  in 
default  of  such  will,  to  his  heirs  at  law  ; "  and  that  after  creating  other 
trusts,  in  like  terms,  of  his  property,  real  and  personal,  to  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  same  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  children,  male  and 
female,  including  said  Hezekiah,  Jr.,  the  testator,  in  the  10th  clause 
of  his  will,  declared  as  follows:  "  Section  10th,  I  hereby  declare  it  to 
be  my  will,  that  the  payment  of  the  rents,  income,  interest,  or  divi- 
dends, to  be  made  by  the  trustee  to  my  children  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  my  will,  shall  be  made  to  them  from  time  to  time,  as  the 
said  rents,  income,  interest,  or  dividends  accrue  or  may  be  received, 
and  not  in  the  way  of  anticipation,  nor  to  their  assigns,  and  that  such 
payments  sdiall  be  for  their  sole  and  separate  use."     The  bill  further 

1  "The  fact  that  the  conveyance  was  made  to  assume  the  form  of  a  trust,  and  for 
the  special  purpose  of  keeping  .John's  creditors  at  bay,  makes  nothing  against  its  valid- 
the  latter  are  concerned,  for  neither  policy  nor  equity  prohibits  a  parent 
to  make  such  provision  for  the  maintenance  and  comfort  of  an  insolvent  child.    On  the 
contrary,  ire  favored  and  sustained  by  the  law,  as  suggested  by  the  best 

feelings  of  our  nature,  and  doing  harm  to  no  one." — Per  Bell,  J.,    in  Eyrick  v. 
,   13  Pa.    483   (1850).  . 


SECT.  III.]  TILLINGHAST   V.    BRADFORD.  191 

set  forth,  that  whilst  said  Hezekiah  Sabin,  Jr.,  was  entitled  as  aforesaid 
under  the  will  of  his  father — being  in  danger  of  being  committed  to 
jail  in  a  certain  execution  for  rent,  then  out  against  him  —  he  cited  his 
creditors  to  appear  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  take  the  poor 
debtor's  oath  ;  and,  as  the  condition  upon  which  he  was  entitled  to  be 
admitted  to  take  the  same,  on  the  24th  day  of  November,  185G,  execu- 
ted to  the  plaintiff  in  fee  an  assignment  of  "all  my  (his)  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  not  exempt  from  attaehmeut  by  law  ;  to  have  and  to 
hold  the  same  in  trust  for  the  Denefit  of  all  my  creditors  in  proportion 
to  their  respective  demands.'' 

The  bill  prayed,  that  Bradford  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  trust  property,  as  the  same  might  accrue,  to  the  plaintiff, 
fur  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  Hezekiah  Sabin  the  younger,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  might  be  decreed  to  be  entitled  to  receive  the  same  for 
such  purpose  ;  that  Bradford  might  be  enjoined  from  paying  over  such 
rents  and  profits  to  Hezekiah  Sabin  the  younger,  or  to  others,  and  for 
further  relief. 

( 'urrey,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

TiUingha&t  and  Bradley,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ames,  C.  J  The  demurrer  to  this  bill  is  attempted  to  be  supported, 
substantially,  upon  two  grounds:  First,  that  Hezekiah  Sabin,  Jr.,  had 
not  such  an  equitable  interest,  under  his  father's  will,  in  the  trust 
property  in  question,  that  he  could  aliene  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  in 
trust  for  his  creditors;  and,  second,  that  in  legal  intendment  he  did 
not,  by  the  assignment  executed  by  him  under  the  Poor  Debtor's  Act, 
aliene  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  such  trust. 

The  nature  of  the  debtor's  interest  in  the  trust  property,  under  his 
father's  will,  was  an  equitable  estate  for  life,  with  a  power  of  disposing 
of  the  remainder  in  fee  by  will;  in  default  of  such  disposition,  such 
remainder  to  be  conveyed  to  his  heirs  at  law  ;  there  being  also  a  clause 
in  the  will  against  anticipation  and  alienation  of  the  rents  and  profits 
during  the  debtor's  life.  It  is  quite  clear,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  testator  to  make  an  alimentary  provision  fur  his  son  during  life, 
which  should  give  him  all  the  advantages  of  an  estate  in  fee,  without 
the  legal  incidents  of  such  an  estate, — alienability,  unless  by  will,  and 
Bubjectivenes8  to  the  payment  of  the:  sou's  debts.  Such  restraints, 
however,  arc  so  opposed  to  the  nature  of  property,  —  and,  so  far  as 
Bubjectiveness  to  debts  is  concerned,  to  the  honest  policy  of  the  law,  — 
as  to  lie  totally  void,  unless,  indeed,  which  is  not  the  case  here,  in  the 
event  of  its  being  attempted  to  be  aliened,  or  seized  for  debts,  it  is 
given  over  by  the  testator  to  Borne  our  else.  This  has  been  the  settled 
doctrine  of  a  court  of  chancery,  at  least  since  Brandon  v.  Robi nson , 

Is  Ves.   12'.);   and   in   application   to   BUCh   a   case   as   this,   is   so   honest 

and  just,  that  we  would  not  change  it  if  we  could.  Certainly,  no  man 
should  have  an  estati  to  live  on.  but  not  :ui  estate  to  pay  his  dei>ts 
with.  Certainly,  property  available  for  the  purposes  of  pleasure  or 
profit,  should  be  also  amenable  to  the  demands  of  justice. 


- 
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The  other  ground  of  demurrer  taken,  is  equally  without  support. 
The  difference  betweeu  the  prescribed  terms  of  the  assignment  of  an 
insolvent  and  a  poor  debtor,  remarked  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the 
lent,  is  verbal  merely:  the  words  "all  my  estate,  both  real  and 
personal,  nol  exempt  from  attachment  by  law,"  prescribed  for  the  latter 
as  descriptive  o['  the  subject  of  conveyance,  being  quite  ample  enough 
to  include  every  equitable  as  well  as  legal  interest  in  the  real  or  personal 
property  of  the  assigning  debtor.  The  property  excepted  from  the 
assignment  by  the  words  ''exempt  from  attachment,"  is  clearly  that 
expressly  exempted  from  attachment  by  our  Statute  relating  to  that 
subject  It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the  General  Assembly  intended 
that  a  man  should  be  admitted  to  the  poor  debtor's  oath,  whilst  rolling 
in  the  wealth  of  a  trust  estate,  applicable  by  law  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  if  the  points  taken  on  demurrer  be  decided 
against  the  respondents,  they  will  decline  to  answer  over,  and  will  sub- 
mit to  the  decree  asked  ;  and  we  are  requested,  under  such  circum- 
stances, by  the  respondent,  Bradford,  to  allow  him  his  costs  and 
necessary  expenses  of  defence  out  of  the  trust  fund.  As  this  is  the 
first  time  that  this  question  has  come  before  the  court,  and  the  trustee 
has  taken  the  speediest  mode  of  bringing  the  question  of  his  duty, 
under  the  circumstances,  to  a  decision,  we  think  it  but  reasonable,  that 
submitting  now  to  the  decree  asked  by  the  plaintiff,  he  should  be  made 
whole  out  of  the  trust  fund  for  his  costs,  and  for  necessary  expenses  in 
endeavoring  to  keep  it  applied  according  to  the  will  of  his  testator. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


NICHOLS   v.   EATON. 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.     1875. 
[Reported  91  U.  S.  716.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District 
of  Rhode  Island. 

The  controversy  in  this  case  arises  on  the  construction  and  legal 
effect  of  certain  clauses  in  the  will  of  Mrs.  Sarah  B.  Eaton.  At  the 
time  of  her  death,  and  at  the  date  of  her  will,  site  had  three  sons  and 
a  daughter ;  being  herself  a  widow,  and  possessed  of  large  means  of 
her  own.  By  her  will,  she  devised  her  estate,  real  and  personal,  to 
three  trustees,  upon  trusts  to  pay  the  rents,  profits,  dividends,  interest, 
and  income  of  the  trust-property  to  her  four  children  equally,  for  and 
during  their  natural  lives,  and,  after  their  decease,  in  trust  for  such 
of  their  children  as  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  shall  die 
ander  that  age  having  lawful  issue  living  ;  subject  to  the  condition,  that 
if  any  of  her  children  should  die  without  leaving  any  child  who  should 
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survive  the  testatrix  and  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  die 
under  that  age  leaving  lawful  issue  living  at  his  or  her  decease,  then, 
as  to  the  share  or  respective  shares,  as  well  original  as  accruing,  of 
such  child  or  children  respectively,  upon  the  trusts  declared  in  said  will 
concerning  the  other  share  or  respective  shares.  The  will  also  con- 
tained a  provision,  that  if  her  said  sons  respectively  should  alienate  or 
dispose  of  the  income  to  which  they  were  entitled  under  the  trusts  of 
the  will,  or  if,  by  reason  of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  or  any  other 
means  whatsoever,  said  income  could  no  longer  be  personally  enjoyed  | 
by  them  respectively,  but  the  same  would  become  vested  in  or  payable  J 
to  some  other  person,  then  the  trust  expressed  in  said  will  concerning 
so  much  thereof  as  would  so  vest  should  immediately  cease  and  de- 
termine. In  that  case,  during  the  residue  of  the  life  of  such  son,  that 
part  of  the  income  of  the  trust-fund  was  to  be  paid  to  the  wife  and 
children,  or  wife  or  child,  as  the  case  might  be,  of  such  son  ;  and,  in 
default  of  any  objects  of  the  last-mentioned  trust,  the  income  was  to 
accumulate  in  augmentation  of  the  principal  fund. 

There  is  another  proviso,   which,  as  it  is  the  main  ground  of  the 
present  litigation,  is  here  given  verbatim,  as  follows:  — 

"Provided  also,  that  in  case  at  any  future  period  circumstances 
should  exist,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  my  said  trustees,  shall  justify 
or  render  expedient  the  placing  at  the  disposal  of  my  said  children 
respectively  any  portion  of  my  said  real  and  personal  estate,  then  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  my  said  trustees,  in  their  discretion,  but  without  its 
being  in  any  manner  obligatory  upon  them,  to  transfer  absolutely  to 
my  said  children  respectively,  for  his  or  her  own  proper  use  and  benefit, 
any  portion  not  exceeding  one-half  of  the  trust-fund  from  whence  his 
or  her  share  of  the  income  under  the  preceding  trusts  shall  arise;  and, 
immediately  upon  such  transfer  being  made,  the  trusts  hereinbefore 
declared  concerning  so  much  of  the  trust-fund  as  shall  be  so  transferred 
shall  absolutely  cease  and  determine ;  and  in  case  after  the  cessation 
d  income  as  to  my  said  sons  respectively,  otherwise  than  by  death, 
as  hereinbefore  provided  for,  it  shall  he  lawful  for  my  said  trustees,  in 
their  discretion,  but  without  its  being  obligatory  upon  them,  to  pay  to 
or  apply  for  the  use  of  my  Baid  sons  respectively,  or  lor  the  use  of  such 
of  my  --.•lid  -on-  and  his  wife  ami  family,  so  much  and  such  part  of  the 
income  to  which  my  said  sons  respectively  would  have  been  entitled 
under  the  preceding  trusts  in  case  the  forfeiture  hereinbefore  provided 
for  had  not  happened." 

The  daughter  died  soon  after  the  mother,  without  issue,  and  unmar- 
ried. Aiimvi  M.  Katoii.  one  of  the  sons  of  the  testatrix,  failed  in 
business,  and  made  a  general  assignment  of  all  his  property  to  Charles 
A.  Nichols  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  in  March,  1867;  and  in  De- 
cember, 1868,  was,  on  his  own  petition,  declared  a  bankrupt,  and  said 
Nichols  was  duly*  appointed  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  Said  Amasa 
was  then,  and  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  unmarried,  and  without 
children.     He,  William  M.  Bailey,  and  George  B.  Huggles  (a  son  of 

voj..   vi.  —  J3 
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testatrix  by  a  former  husband),  were  the  executors  and  trustees  of 
the  will. 

It  will  be  Been  at  once,  that  whether  regard  be  had  to  the  assignment 
before  bankruptcy,  or  to  the  effect  of  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy, 
and  the  appointment  of  Nichols  as  assignee  in  that  proceeding,  one  of 
the  conditions  had  occurred  on  which  the  will  of  Mrs.  Eaton  had  de- 
clared that  the  devise  of  a  part  of  the  income  of  the  trust  estates  to 
Amass  M.  Eaton  should  cease  and  determine;  and,  as  he  had  no  wife 
or  children  in  whom  it  could  vest,  it  became,  by  the  alternative  pro- 
vision of  the  will,  a  fund  to  accumulate  until  his  death,  or  until  he 
should  have  a  wife  or  child  who  could  take  under  the  trust. 

But  Nichols,  the  assignee,  construing  the  whole  of  the  will  together, 
and  especially  the  proviso  above  given  verbatim,  to  disclose  a  purpose, 
under  ever  ol'  a  discretionary  power,  to  secure  to  her  son  the  right  to 
receive  to  his  own  use  the  share  of  the  income  to  which  he  was  entitled 
before  the  bankruptcy,  in  the  same  manner  afterwards  as  if  that  event 
had  not  occurred,  brought  this  bill  against  the'  said  executors  and  . 
trustees  to  subject  that  income  to  administration  by  him  as  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors. 

Upon  a  final  hearing  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  bill,  and  Nichols 
appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  //"ratio  Rogers  and  Mr.  C.  S.  Bradley,  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  Abraham  /'">//>e  and  Mr.  Samuel  Carrey,  for  the  appellees. 
Mr.  Justice  Miller,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court. 

The  claim  of  the  assignee  is  founded  on  the  proposition,  ably  pre- 
sented here  by  counsel,  that  a  will  which  expresses  a  purpose  to  vest 
in  a  devisee  either  personal  property,  or  the  income  of  personal  or  real 
property,  and  secure  to  him  its  enjoyment  free  from  liability  for  his 
debts,  is  void  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  as  being  in  fraud  of  the 
rights  of  creditors ;  or  as  expressed  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Brandon  v. 
Robinson,  18  Ves.  433,  "  If  property  is  given  to  a  man  for  his  life, 
the  donor  cannot  take  awa}-  the  incidents  of  a  life-estate." 

There  are  two  propositions  to  be  considered  as  arising  on  the  face  of 
this  will,  as  applicable  to  the  facts  stated  :  1.  Does  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  will  bring  it  within  that  class  of  cases,  the  provisions  of 
which  on  this  point  are  void  under  the  principle  above  stated?  and  2. 
If  so,  is  that  principle  to  be  the  guide  of  a  court  of  the  United  States 
sitting  in  chancery  ? 

Taking  for  our  guide  the  cases  decided  in  the  English  courts,  the  doc- 
trine of  the  case  of  Brandon  v.  Robinson  seems  to  be  pretty  well 
established.  It  is  equally  well  settled  that  a  devise  of  the  income  of 
property,  to  cease  on  the  insolvency  or  bankruptcy  of  the  devisee,  is 
good,  and  that  the  limitation  is  valid.  Demmill  v.  Bedford,  3  Ves.  149  ; 
Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Id.  429;  Rochford  v.  Ifackman,  9  Hare; 
Lewin  on  Trusts,  80,  oh-,  vii.,  sect.  2  ;  Tillinghast  v.  Bradford,  5 
R.  I.  205. 
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If  there  had  been  no  further  provision  in  regard  to  the  matter  in  this 
will  than  that  on  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  the  devisee,  the  trust 
as  to  hiin  should  cease  and  determine  ;  or  if  there  had  been  a  simple 
provision,  that,  in  such  event,  that  part  of  the  income  of  the  estate 
should  go  to  some  specified  person  other  than  the  bankrupt,  there 
would  be  no  difficulty  in  the  case.  But  the  first  trust  declared  after 
the  bankruptcy  for  this  part  of  the  income  is  in  favor  of  the  wife,  child, 
or  children  of  such  bankrupt,  and  in  such  manner  as  said  trustees  in 
their  discretion  shall  think  proper.  If  the  bankrupt  devisee  had  a  wife 
or  child  living  to  take  under  this  branch  of  the  will,  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  any  doubt  that  there  would  be  nothing  left  which  could  go 
to  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  The  cases  on  this  point  are  well  con- 
sidered in  Lewin  on  Trusts,  above  cited  ;  and  the  doctrine  may  be 
stated,  that  a  direction  that  the  trust  to  the  first  taker  shall  cease  on 
his  bankruptcy,  and  shall  then  go  to  his  wife  or  children,  is  valid,  and 
the  entire  interest  passes  to  them  ;  but  that  if  the  devise  be  to  him  and 
his  wife  or  children,  or  if  he  is  in  any  waj'  to  receive  a  vested  interest, 
that  interest,  whatever  it  may  be,  may  be  separated  from  those  of  his 
wife  or  children,  and  be  paid  over  to  his  assignee.  Page  v.  Way, 
3  Beav.  20 ;  Perry  v.  Roberts,  1  Myl.  &  K.  4  ;  Rippon  v.  Norton, 
2  Beav.  63  ;  Lord  v.  Bunn,  2  You.  &  Coll.  Ch.  98.  Where,  however, 
the  devise  over  is  for  the  support  of  the  bankrupt  and  his  family,  in 
such  manner  as  the  trustees  may  think  proper,  the  weight  of  authority 
in  England  seems  to  be  against  the  proposition  that  anything  is  left  to 
which  the  assignee  can  assert  a  valid  claim.  2'wopeny  v.  Peyton,  10 
Sim.  487;   Goclden  v.  Crotohurst,  Id.  642. 

In  the  case  before  us,  the  trustees  are  authorized,  in  the  event  of  the 
bankruptcy  of  one  of  the  sons  of  testatrix  without  wife  or  children 
(which  is  the  condition  of  the  trust  as  to  Amasa  M.  Eaton),  to  loan 
and  reinvest  that  portion  of  the  income  of  the  estate  in  augmentation 
of  the  principal  sum  or  capital  of  the  estate  until  his  decease,  or  until 
he  shall  have  will-  or  children  capable  of  receiving  the  trust  of  the  tes- 
tatrix forfeited  by  him. 

There  docs  not  seem,  thus  far,  any  intention  to  secure  or  revest  in 
the  bankrupt  any  interest  in  the  devise  which  he  had  forfeited;  and 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  that,  but  for  the  subsequent  clauses  of  the  will, 
there  would  lie  nothing  in  which  the  assignee  could  claim  an  interest 
But  there  are  the  provisions,  that  the  trustees  may,  at  their  discretion, 

transfer  Si  any  time  to  either  of  the  devisees  the  half  or  any  less  pro- 
portion of  the  share  of  the  fund  itself  which  said  devisee  would  be  en- 
titled to  if  the  whole  fund  were  to  he  equally  distributed  ;  and  the  fur- 
ther provision,  that,  after  the  cesser  of  income  provided  for  in  ease  of 
bankruptcy  or  other  cause,  it  shall  be  lawful,  bul  not  obligatory  on  her 

said  trustees,  to   pay  to  said   bankrupt  or  insolvent  son,  or  to  apply  for 
the  ii-e  of  his    family.  BUCfa    and    so    much   <>f  said    ineome  as  said   son 
would  have  heen  entitled  t"  in  case  the  forfeiture  bad  DOl  happened. 
It  is  strongly  argued  that  these  provisions  are  designed  to  evade  tho 
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policy  of  the  law  already  mentioned;  that  the  discretion  vested  in  the 
trustees  is  equivalent  to  a  direction,  and  that  it  was  well  known  it  would 
be  exercised  in  favor  of  the  bankrupt. 

The  two  cases  of  Twopeny  v.  Peyton  and  Goddenx.  Cro%ohta,ati 
cited  from  10  Sim.,  seem  to  be  in  conflict  with  tliis  doctrine; 
while  the  cases  cited  in  appellant's  brief  go  no  farther  than  to  hold, 
that  when  there  is  a  right  to  support  or  maintenance  in  the  bankrupt, 
(>r  the  bankrupt  and  his  family,  a  right  which  he  could  enforce,  then 
such  interest,  if  it  can  be  ascertained,  goes  to  the  assignee. 

No  case  is  eited,  none  is  known  to  us,  which  goes  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  an  absolute  discretion  in  the  trustee — a  discretion  which,  by  the 
express  language  of  the  will,  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  exercise  in 
favor  of  the  bankrupt  —  confers  such  an  interest  on  the  latter,  that  he 
or  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy  can  successfully  assert  it  in  a  court  of 
equity  or  any  other  court. 

As  a  proposition,  then,  unsupported  by  any  adjudged  case,  it  does 
not  commend  itself  to  our  judgment  on  principle.  Conceding  to  its 
fullest  extent  the  doctrine  of  the  English  courts,  their  decisions  are  all 
founded  on  the  proposition,  that  there  is  somewhere  in  the  instrument 
which  creates  the  trust  a  substantial  right,  a  right  which  the  appropriate 
court  would  enforce,  left  in  the  bankrupt  after  his  insolvency,  and  after 
the  cesser  of  the  original  and  more  absolute  interest  conferred  by  the 
earlier  clauses  of  the  will.  This  constitutes  the  dividing-line  in  the 
cases  which  arc  apparently  in  conflict.  Applying  this  test  to  the  will 
before  us,  it  falls  short,  in  our  opinion,  of  conferring  any  such  right  on 
the  bankrupt.  Neither  of  the  clauses  of  the  provisos  contain  anything 
more  than  a  grant  to  the  trustees  of  the  purest  discretion  to  exercise 
their  power  in  favor  of  testatrix's  sons.  It  would  be  a  sufficient  answer 
to  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  son  in  any  court  to  enforce  the  ex- 
ercise of  that  discretion  in  his  favor,  that  the  testatrix  has  in  express 
terms  said  that  such  exercise  of  this  discretion  is  not  "in  any  manner 
obligatory  upon  them," —  words  repeated  in  both  these  clauses.  To  com- 
pel them  to  pay  any  of  this  income  to  a  son  after  bankruptcy,  or  to  his 
assignee,  is  to  make  a  will  for  the  testatrix  which  she  never  made  ;  and 
to  do  it  by  a  decree  of  a  court  is  to  substitute  the  discretion  of  the 
chancellor  for  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  in  whom  alone  she  reposed 
it.  When  trustees  are  in  existence,  and  capable  of  acting,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  to  control  them  in  the  exercise  of  a  discretion 
vested  in  them  by  the  instrument  under  which  they  act.  Hill  on  Trus- 
ts G  ;  Lewin  on  Trusts,  538;  Jioss  v.  Goodsall,  1  Younge  & 
Collier,  G17;  Maddison  v.  Andrew,  1  Ves.  Sr.  60.  And  certainby 
they  would  not  do  so  in  violation  of  the  wishes  of  the  testator. 

But,  while  we  have  thus  attempted  to  show  that  Mrs.  Eaton's  will  is 
valid  in  all  its  parts  upon  the  extremest  doctrine  of  the  English  Chan- 
cery Court,  we  do  not  wish  to  have  it  understood  that  we  accept  the 
limitations  which  that  court  has  placed  upon  the  power  of  testamentary 
rition  of  property  by  its  owner.     We  do  not  see,  as  implied  in  the 
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remark  of  Lord  Eldon,  that  the  power  of  alienation  is  a  necessary  in- 
cident to  a  life-estate  in  real  property,  or  that  the  rents  and  profits  of 
real  property  and  the  interest  and  dividends  of  personal  property  ma}' 
not  be  enjoyed  by  an  individual  without  liability  for  his  debts  being- 
attached  as  a  necessary  incident  to  such  enjoyment.  This  doctrine  is 
one  which  the  English  Chancery  Court  has  engrafted  upon  the  common 
law  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  is  comparatively  of  modern  origin. 
We  concede  that  there  are  limitations  which  public  policy  or  general 
Statutes  impose  upon  all  dispositions  of  property,  such  as  those  de- 
signed to  prevent  perpetuities  and  accumulations  of  real  estate  in  cor- 
porations and  ecclesiastical  bodies.  We  also  admit  that  there  is  a  just 
and  sound  policy  peculiarly  appropriate  to  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
equity  to  protect  creditors  against  frauds  upon  their  rights,  whether 
they  be  actual  or  constructive  frauds.  But  the  doctrine,  that  the  owner 
of  property,  in  the  free  exercise  of  his  will  in  disposing  of  it,  cannot 
so  dispose  of  it,  but  that  the  object  of  his  bount}-,  who  parts  with 
nothing  in  return,  must  hold  it  subject  to  the  debts  due  his  creditors, 
though  that  may  soon  deprive  him  of  all  the  benefits  sought  to  be  con- 
ferred by  the  testator's  affection  or  generosit}",  is  one  which  we  are  not 
prepared  to  announce  as  the  doctrine  of  this  court. 

If  the  doctrine  is  to  be  sustained  at  all,  it  must  rest  exclusively  on 
the  rights  of  creditors.  Whatever  may  be  the  extent  of  those  rights 
in  England,  the  policy  of  the  States  of  this  Union,  as  expressed  both 
by  their  Statutes  and  the  decisions  of  their  courts,  has  not  been  carried 
so  far  in  that  direction. 

It  is  believed  that  cveiy  State  in  the  Union  has  passed  Statutes  by 
which  a  part  of  the  property  of  the  debtor  is  exempt  from  seizure  on 
execution  or  other  process  of  the  courts  ;  in  short,  is  not  by  law  liable 
to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  This  exemption  vanes  in  its  extent  and 
natmc  in  the  diH'crent  States.  In  some  it  extends  only  to  the  merest 
implements  of  household  necessity;  in  others  it  includes  the  library  of 
the  professional  man, however  extensive, and  the  tools  of  the  mechanic; 
and  in  many  it  embraces  the  homestead  in  which  the  family  resides. 
This  has  come  to  he  considered  in  this  country  as  a  wise,  as  it  certainly 
may  be  called  a  settled,  policy  in  all  the  States.  To  property  so  ex- 
empted the  creditor  has  no  right  to  look,  and  does  not  look,  as  a  means 
of  payment  when  his  debl  is  created  ;  and  while  this  court  has  steadily 
held,  under  the  constitutional  provision  against  impairing  the  obliga 

Uons  of  contracts  bj'  State  laws,  that  SUCh  exemption  laws,  when  first 
enacted,  Were  invalid  as  to  debts  then  in  existence,  it  has  alwa\s  held, 
that,  as  to  contracts  made  thereafter,  the  exemptions  were  valid. 

Tins  distinction   i^  well   founded  in  the  sound   and   unanswerable 
on,  that   the  creditor  is  neither  defrauded  nor  injured  by  the  ap- 
plication of  the  law  to  lii>  case,  as    he    knOWS,  when    he    parts  with   the 
consideration   of  his   debt,  that    the   property  so   exempt    can    never   be 

made  liable  t<>  i t -.  payment.  Nothing  is  withdrawn  from  this  liability 
which  was  ever  subject  to  it,  or  to  which  he  had  a  right  to  look  for  its 
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discharge  in  payment.  The  analogy  of  this  principle  to  the  devise  of 
the  income  from  real  and  personal  property  for  life  Beems  perfect  In 
this  country,  all  willa  or  other  instruments  creating  such  trust-estates 
are  recorded  in  public  offices,  where  they  may  be  inspected  by  every 
one  :  and  the  law  in  such  cases  imputes  notice  to  all  persons  concerned 
of  all  the  tacts  which  they  might  know  by  the  inspection.  When, 
therefore,  it  appears  by  the  record  of  a  will  that  the  devisee  holds  this 
life-estate  or  income,  dividends,  or  rents  of  real  or  personal  property, 
payable  to  him  alone,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  alienee  or  creditor,  the 
latter  knows,  that,  in  creating  a  debt  with  such  person,  he  has  no  right 
to  look  to  that  income  as  a  means  of  discharging  it.  He  is  neither 
misled  nor  defrauded  when  the  object  of  the  testator  is  carried  out  by 
excluding  him  from  any  benefit  of  such  a  devise. 

Nor  do  we  see  any  reason,  in  the  recognized  nature  and  tenure  of 
property  and  its  transfer  by  will,  why  a  testator  who  gives,  who  gives 
without  any  pecuniary  return,  who  gets  nothing  of  property  value  from 
the  donee,  may  not  attach  to  that  gift  the  incident  of  continued  use,  of 
uninterrupted  benefit  of  the  gift,  during  the  life  of  the  donee.  Why  a 
parent,  or  one  who  loves  another,  and  wishes  to  use  his  own  property 
in  securing  the  object  of  his  affection,  as  far  as  property  can  do  it, 
from  the  ills  Of  life,  the  vicissitudes  of  fortune,  and  even  his  own  im- 
providence, or  incapacity  for  self-protection,  should  not  be  permitted  to 
do  so,  is  not  readily  perceived. 

These  views  are  well  supported  by  adjudged  cases  in  the  State  courts 
of  the  highest  character. 

In  the  case  of  Fisher  v.  Taylor,  2  Rawle,  33,  a  testator  had  directed 
his  executors  to  purchase  a  tract  of  land,  and  take  the  title  in  their 
name  in  trust  for  his  son,  who  was  to  have  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  it  during  his  life,  free  from  liability  for  any  debts  then  or  thereafter 
contracted  by  him.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  held  that  this 
life-estate  was  not  liable  to  execution  for  the  debts  of  the  son.  "A 
man,"  says  the  court,  "  may  undoubtedly  dispose  of  his  land  so  as  to 
secure  to  the  object  of  his  bounty,  and  to  him  exclusiveby,  the  annual 
profits.  The  mode  in  which  he  accomplishes  such  a  purpose  is  by  cre- 
ating a  trust  estate,  explicitly  designating  the  uses  and  defining  the 
powers  of  the  trustees.  .  .  .  Nor  is  such  a  provision  contrary  to  the 
policy  of  the  law  or  to  any  Act  of  Assembly.  Creditors  cannot  com- 
plain, because  they  are  bound  to  know  the  foundation  on  which  they 
extend  their  credit." 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Iloldship  v.  Patterson,  7  Watts,  547, 
where  the  friends  of  a  man  made  contributions  by  a  written  agreement 
to  the  support  of  himself  and  family,  the  court  held  that  the  instal- 
which  they  had  promised  to  pay  could  not  be  diverted  by  his 
creditors  to  the  payment  of  his  debts;  and  Gibson,  C.  J.,  remarks, 
that  ■•  the  fruit  of  their  bounty  could  not  have  been  turned  from  its 
object  by  the  defendant's  creditors,  had  it  been  applicable  by  the  terms 
of  the  trust  to  his  personal  maintenance  ;  for  a  benefactor  may  certainly 
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provide  for  the  maintenance  of  a  friend,  without  exposing  his  bounty 
to  the  debts  or  imprudence  of  the  beneficiary." 

In  the  same  court,  as  late  as  1*04,  it  was  held  that  a  devise  to  a  son 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  an  estate  during  his  natural  life,  without 
being  subject  to  his  debts  and  liabilities,  is  a  valid  trust ;  and,  the 
estate  being  vested  in  trustees,  the  son  could  not  alienate.  Shank- 
land's  Appeal,  47  Penn.  St.  113. 

The  same  proposition  is  either  expressly  or  impliedly  asserted  by  that 
court  in  the  cases  of  Ashhufct  v.  Given,  5  W.  &  S.  323;  Bromn  v. 
Williamson,  36  Penn.  St.  338  ;  Still  v.  Spear,  45  Id.  168. 

In  the  case  of  Leavitt  v.  Bierne,  21  Conn.,  Waite  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  says,  "  We  think  it  in  the  power  of  a  parent 
to  place  property  in  the  hands  of  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  .a  son 
and  his  wife  and  children,  with  full  power  in  them  to  manage  and  apply 
it  at  their  discretion,  without  any  power  in  the  son  to  interfere  in  that 
management,  or  in  the  disposition  of  it  until  it  has  actually  been  paid 
over  to  him  by  the  trustees  ;  "  and  he  proceeds  to  argue  in  favor  of  the 
existence  of  this  power,  from  the  vicious  habits  or  intemperate  char- 
acter of  the  son,  and  the  right  of  the  father  to  provide  against  these 
misfortunes. 

In  the  case  of  NicMl  et  al.  v.  Hindi;/  et  al,  10  Gratt.  336.  the 
court  thus  expresses  its  view  on  the  general  question,  though  not,  per- 
haps, strictly  necessary  to  the  judgment  in  that  case  :  "  There  is  nothing 
in  the  nature  or  law  of  property  which  would  prevent  the  testatrix, 
when  about  to  die,  from  appropriating  her  property  to  the  support  of 
her  poor  and  helpless  relatives,  according  to  the  different  conditions  and 
wants  of  such  relatives;  nothing  to  prevent  her  from  charging  her 
property  with  the  expense  of  food,  raiment,  and  shelter  for  such  rela- 
tives. There  is  nothing  in  law  or  reason  which  should  prevent  her  from 
appointing  an  agent  or  trustee  to  administer  her  bounty." 

In  the  case  of  Pope's  Executors  v.  Elliott  <t  Co.,  8  Ben.  Monr.  56, 
the  testator  had  directed  his  executors  to  pay  for  the  support  of  Robert 
Pope  the  sum  Of  $25  per  month.  Robert  Pope  having  been  in  the 
Rockj  Mountains  until  the  sum  of  $225  of  these  monthly  payments 
had  accumulated  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  bis  creditors  filed  a  bill 
in  chancer}',  accompanied  by  an  attachment,  to  Bubject  this  fund  to  the 
payment  of  their  debt. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  say  thai  it  was  the  manifest 
intent  of  the  testator  to  secure  to  Robert  the  means  of  support  during 
his  life  to  the  extenl  of  $25  per  month,  or  $800  per  year;  and  that 
this  intent  cannol  be  thwarted,  either  by  Robert  himself  by  assignment 

or  alienation,  or    by  his  creditors   seizing   it    for   his    debts,  unless  the 

provision  is  contrary  to  law  or  public  policy.  After  an  examination 
of  the  Statutes  of  Kentucky  and  the  general  principles  of  equity  juris- 
prudence on  this  Bubject,  they  hold  that  neither  of  these  are  invaded 
by  the  provision  of  the  will. 
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The  last  case  we  shall  refer  to  specialty  is  that  of  Campbell  v.  Foster, 
35  V  V.  (  ourt  of  Appeals,  ;'>(»i . 

In  that  case  it  is  held,  after  elaborate  consideration,  that  the  interest 
of  a  beneficiary  in  a  trust-fund,  created  by  a  person  other  than  the 
debtor,  cannot  be  reached  by  a  creditor's  l>ill ;  and,  while  the  argument 
is  largely  based  upon  the  special  provision  of  the  Statute  regulating  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  that  elass  of  cases,  the  result  is  placed  with 
equal  force  of  argument  on  the  general  doctrines  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  ami  the  right  of  the  owner  of  property  to  give  it  such  direc- 
tion as  hi"  may  choose  without  its  being  subject  to  the  debts  of  those 
upon  whom  he  intends  to  confer  his  bounty. 

We  are  not  called  upon  in  this  connection  to  say  how  far  wc  would 
feel  bound,  in  a  case  originating  in  a  State  where  the  doctrine  of  the 
English  courts  had  been  adopted  so  as  to  become  a  rule  of  property,  if 
such  a  proposition  could  be  predicated  of  a  rule  like  this.  Nor  has  the 
time  which  the  pressure  of  business  in  this  court  authorizes  us  to 
devote  to  this  case  permitted  any  further  examination  into  the  de- 
cisions of  the  State  courts.  "We  have  indicated  our  views  in  this 
matter  rather  to  forestall  the  inference,  that  we  recognize  the  doctrine 
relied  on  by  appellants,  and  not  much  controverted  by  opposing  counsel, 
than  because  we  have  felt  it  necessary  to  decide  it,  though  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  may  rest  equally  well  on  either  of  the  propositions 
which  we  have  discussed.  We  think  the  decree  of  the  court  below  may 
be  satisfactorily  affirmed  on  both  of  them. 

Other  objections  have  been  urged  by  counsel ;  such  as  that  the  bank- 
rupt is  himself  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  will,  and  will  exercise  his 
discretion  favorably  to  himself.  But  there  are  two  other  trustees,  and 
it  requires  their  joint  action  to  confer  on  him  the  benefits  of  this  trust. 
It  is  said  that  one  of  them  is  mentally  incompetent  to  act ;  but  this  is 
not  established  by  the  testimony.  It  is  said  also  that,  since  his  bank- 
ruptcy, the  defendant,  Amasa,  has  actually  received  $25,000  of  this 
fund ;  and  that  should  go  to  the  assignee,  as  it  shows  conclusively  that 
the  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  will  were  well  founded. 

But  the  conclusive  answer  to  all  these  objections  is,  that,  by  the  will 
of  decedent,  —  a  will  which,  as  we  have  shown,  she  had  a  lawful  right 
to  make.  —  the  insolvency  of  her  son  terminated  all  his  legal  vested 
right  in  her  estate,  and  left  nothing  in  him  which  could  go  to  his  cred- 
itors, or  to  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy,  or  to  his  prior  assignee ;  and 
that  what  may  have  come  to  him  after  his  bankruptcy  through  the  vol- 
untary action  of  the  trustees,  under  the  terms  of  the  discretion  reposed 
in  them,  is  his  lawfully,  and  cannot  now  be  subjected  to  the  control  of 
his  assignee. 

Decree  affirmed.1 

"It  is  a  settled  rule  of  law,  that  the  beneficial  interest  of  the  cestui  que  trust, 
whatever  it  may  be,  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  It  cannot  be  so  fenced' 
about  by  inhibitions  and  restrictions  as  to  secure  to  it  the  inconsistent  characteristics 
of  right  and  enjoyment  to  the  beneficiary  and  immunity  from  his  creditors.     A  condi- 
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OVERMAN'S   APPEAL. 

Supreme  Coukt  of  Pennsylvania.     1879. 

[Reported  88  Pa.  276.] 

May  8th,  1878.  Before  Agnew,  C.  J.,  Mekcur,  Gordon,  Paxson, 
Woodward  and  Truxkey,  JJ.     Sharswooo,  J.,  absent. 

Appeal  from  the  Orphans'  Court  of  Philadelphia  Count}* :  Of  January 
Term  1878,  No.  91.     Certified  from  the  Eastern  District. 

Appeal  of  Mary  B.  Overman  from  the  decree  of  the  court  dismissing 
her  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  auditor  to  whom  was  referred  the 
accounts  of  the  surviving  executors  of  William  Richardson,  deceased. 

William  Richardson  died  in  1866,  leaving  a  will,  of  which  the 
following  are  the  material  clauses  :  — 

Item  Ninth.  —  The  said  income  so  directed  to  be  paid  by  my  said 
executors  shall  be  paid  to  my  said  children  and  grandchild,  in  such  way 
and  manner  that  the  same  shall  be  free  from  the  control,  contracts, 
liabilities  or  engagements  of  either  or  any  of  my  said  children  or 
grandchild,  or  the  debts,  liabilities  or  engagements  of  either  of  the 
husbands  of  m\'  said  daughters. 

Item  Tenth.  — It  is  my  will,  and  I  do  hereby  direct,  that  my  execu- 
tors hereinafter  named,  and  the  trustees  of  any  portion  of  my  estate, 
shall  not  be  personally  liable  or  responsible  for  any  moneys  except 
such  as  shall  be  actually  received  by  them  individually ;  nor  shall  cither 
of  them  be  responsible  or  liable  for  the  acts  of  their  co-executors  or 
co-trustees  to  which  they  do  not  consent,  but  each  of  them  liable  for 
their  own  individual  acts  and  deeds,  and  for  such  moneys  as  shall  come 
into  their  hands. 

The  eleventh  clause  of  the  will  authorized  the  executors  to  make  par- 
tition of  lands  in  Schuylkill  and  Other  counties ;  to  purchase  the 
moieties  or  interests  of  co-tenants,  and  to  raise  the  means  of  purchase 
by  mortgage  or  otherwise  on  tlie  lands;  and.  if  deemed  expedient 
in  their  opinion,  to  create  a  joint-stock  company  to  manage  the  lands; 
or.  ••  in  any  way  or  manner  to  take  action  with  regard  to  them"  which 

they  should  ••  deem  to  be  manifestly  to  the  interest  of  the  estate." 

or  the  five  appointed, the  three  surviving  and  acting  executors,  being 
George  J.  Richardson,  a  son  of  the  testator,  and  one  of  the  annuitants 
under  the  will,  and  two  eons-in-law,  filed  several  accounts,  all  of  which 
w.  ic  referred  to  Charles  Gilpin,  Esq.,  as  auditor.     After  a  protracted 

tion  precedent  thai  the  provision  thai]  nol  rest  until  1 » i  -  debts  are  paid,  and  a  condition 

lent  thai  it  shall  be  divested  and  forfeited  by  lii*  Insolvency,  with  a  limitation 

lootbei  pel  on,  are  valid,  and  the  law  will  (jive  then  full  effect     Beyond  tlii^, 

protection  from  the  da  lltoi    I    Dot  allowed  logo."   -  Per  Swayne,  J.,  in 

Ni  i       ..  /.      .  S  Wall.  183,  in  (181 
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Berfcs  of  meetings,  the  auditor  round,  in  an  amended  report,  that  the 
executors  had  unlawfully  loaned  to  the  Arm  of  Lucas  &  Co.  the  sum  of 
$271,759.40)  which,  owing  to  the  insolvency  of  that  linn,  was  totally 
lost  .-  thai  Buch  books  of  accounts  as  had  been  kept,  were  claimed  to 
have  been  lost  or  mislaid  ;  that  further  difficulty  was  offered  to  the 
investigation  bv  the  prolonged  absence  of  George  J.  Richardson  in 
North  Carolina,  on  business  Of  his  own  ;  "  that  alter  Lucas  &  Co.  be- 
came embarrassed  and  loans  were  made  to  them,  the  business  of  the 
estate  was  loosely  and  carelessly  managed  by  the  accountants.  Har- 
mony did  not  prevail  between  them  at  all  times.  Sometimes  two  acted 
for  the  three,  and  at  other  times  the  money  affairs  were  largely  under 
the  control  of  one  of  them,  George  J.  Richardson.  It  is  impossible  to 
say  how  far  the  moneys  of  the  estate  were  mixed  with  his  own,  as  there 
wire  no  regular  books  of  the  estate  or  his  own  to  enable  any  one  to 
decide  that  question. 

"  Your  auditor  is  of  opinion  that  all  three  arc  equally  blamable  for 
acts  of  commission  and  omission,  which  should  not  be  tolerated  in 
trustees.  He  does  not  mean  to  charge  any  one  of  them  with  taking 
and  using  the  funds  of  the  estate.  He  assumes,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence, that  they  acted  honestly  in  this  respect ;  but  he  does  say  and 
decide,  that  trustees  who  act  so  inharmoniously  and  carelessly,  and  by 
want  of  proper  care  of  the  trust  fund  cause  such  losses  to  the  estate, 
cannot  be  considered  as  having  earned  commissions.   .  .  ." 

The  auditor  found  an  over-payment  to  the  life-interest  of  income,  or 
what  was  supposed  by  them  to  be  income,  and  surcharged  them  with 
the  sum  of  $579,120.44. 

At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  the  Philadelphia  Life,  Trust  and 
Insurance  Company  was  appointed  executor,  and  their  account  was 
referred  to  the  same  auditor.  Thereupon,  Mary  B.  Overman,  one  of 
the  annuitants,  claimed  the  right  to  have  sequestrated  in  the  hands  of 
tin  accountant  the  income  of  George  J.  Richardson,  to  meet  over-pay- 
ments of  the  income  or  any  other  indebtedness  to  the  estate  incurred 
by  him.  The  auditor,  deciding  against  this  claim,  held  that:  "The 
case  of  George  J.  Richardson,  one  of  the  annuitants  or  life  interests, 
presents  features  not  found  in  the  cases  of  the  other  children  and 
grandchild.  He  was  co-executor  and  trustee,  first,  with  four  others, 
and  afterwards  with  two  others.  It  was  contended  that  neither  the 
trust  nor  the  law  applicable  to  voluntary  payments  protected  him.  It 
was  argued  that  the  trust  did  not  protect  him,  because  he  was  payee 
with  others  and  receiver  himself,  and  overpaid  himself,  and  became 
otherwise  largely  indebted  to  the  estate.  There  is,  in  the  opinion  of 
your  auditor,  a  Cull  answer  to  this  line  of  argument. 

••The  trust  is,  within  the  authorities  in  Pennsylvania,  what  is  called 
a  spendthrift  trust:  Fisher  v.  Taylor*  2  Rawle  33  ;  Holdship  v.  Pat- 
terson, 7  Watts  "<I7;  Pees  v.  Livingston,  .5  Wright  113;  Ashhurst  v. 
Given,  :>  W.  &  S.  323;  Vaux  v.  Parke,  7  Id.  19;  Rife  v.  Geyer,  9 
P.  F.  Smith  303  ;  Keyser  v.  Mitchell,  17  Id.  473. 
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"This  trust  is  sustained  by  these  authorities.  The  trust  is  good 
against  all  strangers  to  the  estate.  It  was  not  contended  that  it  was 
not  good  against  all  strangers,  and  the  authorities  fully  sustain  this 
view.  If  so,  why  not  good  against  a  debt  due  to  the  estate  or  to  other 
life-interests  or  parties  in  remainder? 

"  He  was  not  indebted  to  the  testator  or  his  estate  at  the  death  ;  the 
trust  was  created  by  the  testator ;  after  his  death  the  indebtedness 
to  the  estate  originated-,  how  nan  this  new  debt  rise  any  higher,  occupy 
any  higher  plane  for  any  purpose,  than  any  old  or  new  debt  of  George 
J.  Richardson,  as  to  its  effect  on  the  trust  created  by  the  testator? 
The  opportunity  was  afforded  to  incur  a  debt  to  the  estate,  and 
whether  this  was  foreseen  or  unexpected  by  the  testator  it  gave  no 
power  to  the  debt  to  the  estate,  greater  than  any  other  debt,  to  impugn 
and  overthrow  the  trust. 

"  Your  auditor  is,  therefore,  of  the  opinion  that  the  income  of 
George  J.  Richardson  in  the  hands  of  the  present  trustee  cannot  be 
sequestrated  to  meet  over-payments  to  income  or  any  other  indebtedness 
to  the  estate  incurred  by  him,  and  so  decides. 

"He  therefore  decides  that  all  income  received  and  receivable  by  the 
new  trustee  is  payable  to  and  divisible  among  the  annuitants  named  in 
the  will  in  the  proportion  therein  specified." 

The  Orphans'  Court  dismissed  the  exceptions  to  this  ruling,  where- 
upon Mrs.  Overman  took  this  appeal,  assigning  for  error  the  action 
of  the  court  in  sustaining  the  decision  of  the  auditor  on  her  claim. 

E.  Spencer  Miller  (with  whom  was  P.  F.  JRothermel) ,  for  the 
appellant. 

Samuel  Dickson  (with  whom  was  J.  C.  Bullitt),  for  the  appellee. 

Chief-Justice  Agnew  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  June  24th, 
1878. 

We  must  take  the  facts  of  this  case  as  found  by  the  auditor.  They 
exhibit  a  devastavit  by  George  J.  Richardson,  one  of  the  executors 
and  trustees,  of  a  gross  kind.  Want  of  harmony  in  the  execution  of 
the  trust,  loose  and  careless  management,  failure  to  keep  proper  ac- 
connts  of  their  doings,  greal  delay,  absence  from  the  trust,  improvident 
loans  of  very  large  sums  of  money,  and  gross  mismanagement,  seem  to 
have  characterized  their  transactions.  It  is  upon  such  a  ease,  the 
question  arises,  whether  under  the  will  of  William  Richardson,  his 
father,  George  J.  IJichardsoD,  one  of  the  trustees,  guilty  of  this  gross 
mismanagement,  is  entitled,  as  a  legatee,  to  his  portion  of  the  income 

iparl  t<>  himself  rind   the  Other  children  of  the  testator;   or  whether 

it  or  90  much  as  Is  accessary,  should  be  retained  to  answer  the  portions 

Of  his  CO-legatees.  It  was  held  in  the  court  below  that  lie  was  entitled 
to  his  share  of  the  income,  notwithstanding  his  (fevastarit,  on  the 
ground  that  the  trust  for  him  and  them  was  a  spendthrift  trust.  This 
was  a  mistake  resulting  from  two  errors,  —  one,  giving  to  such  a  trust 
a  scope  unsupported  by  equity,  the  other  overlooking  the  plain  intent 
of  the  testator. 
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That  :i  trust  for  a  spendthrift,  as  it  is  termed,  will  be  upheld  in 
equity,  i9  a  settled  doetrine  of  this  State,  and  rests  <>u  the  donor's  right 
of  dominion  over  his  own  property  for  a  reasonable  time.  But  it  is 
exceptionable  in  its  very  nature,  because  it  contravenes  that  general 
policy,  which  forbids  restraints  on  alienation  and  the  non-payment  of 
honest  debts.  In  order  to  support  it,  resort  is  bad  to  a  trust,  which 
equity  will  enforce,  and  equity  necessarily  regards  its  reasonableness 
and  the  clearly  defined  intent  of  the  donor.  Without  such  a  trust 
upheld  in  equity,  title  in  the  devisee  or  legatee  claims  to  itself  control 
and  liability  to  creditors.  As  this  is  a  trust  resting  in  equity,  it  is  clear 
that  equity  will  support  it  only  so  long  as  it  rests  on  the  well-defined 
intention  of  the  donor.  When  that  is  gone,  the  trust  falls  with  the  loss 
of  this,  the  only  true  basis.  A  trust  to  pay  income  for  life  may  last  for 
the  longest  period  of  human  existence,  and  may  run  for  seventy  or 
eighty  years.  While  the  law  simply  tolerates  such  a  trust,  it  cannot 
approve  of  it  as  contributing  to  the  general  public  interest.  Property 
tied  up  for  half  a  century  contributes  nothing  to  the  general  wealth, 
while  it  is  a  great  stretch  of  liberality  to  the  ownership  of  it  to  suffer  it 
to  remain  in  this  anomalous  state  for  so  many  years  after  its  owner  has 
left  it  behind  him.  Clearly  it  is  against  public  interest  that  the  prop- 
erty of  an  after  generation  shall  be  controlled  by  the  deed  of  a  former 
period,  or  that  the  non  payment  of  debts  should  be  encouraged. 

The  argument  of  the  appellee  attributes  to  a  spendthrift  trust  an 
inviolability,  which  transcends  all  proper  notions  of  equity,  in  holding 
that  a  trustee,  because  he  is  also  a  legatee  of  a  single  share,  shall  be 
exempt  from  that  valuable  rule  of  equity,  which  requires  a  strict  per- 
formance of  duty  as  essential  to  the  interest  of  his  trust.  Indeed,  it  is 
a  rule  of  morality  as  well.  Besides,  it  elevates  a  single  special  intent  of 
the  testator  above  the  general  interests  of  his  estate,  and  subordinates 
the  welfare  of  others,  equal  objects  of  his  bounty  to  that  of  the  faithless 
trustee,  the  object  of  the  single  intent.  On  what  principle  of  equity, 
which  guards  this  trust  for  others  as  well  as  for  him,  shall  the  control 
of  the  fund  by  the  defaulting  trustee  enable  him  to  enjoy  his  own  por- 
tion at  their  expense  without  aceountability?  Shall  five  others  go 
a-begging  to  enable  him  to  enjoy  that  which  the  testator  gave  him,  free 
from  creditors  only  when  it  accrues  to  him,  as  we  shall  see  was  the 
special  intent  of  the  testator?  There  is  neither  good  law  nor  sound 
morals  in  such  a  proposition. 

The-  express  will  of  the  testator  in  this  instance  coincides  with  the 
general  intent.  Two  things  of  equal  strength  are  declared  in  the  tenth 
item.  1st.  That  the  executors  or  trustees  shall  not  be  liable  for  each 
other,  or  one  for  money  received  by  the  other.  2d.  But  each  shall  be 
liable  only  for  his  own  individual  acts  and  deeds,  and  for  such  moneys 
as  shall  come  into  his  hands.  After  this  declaration,  can  it  be  doubted 
that  the  testator  intended  that  each  should  be  liable  for  his  own  breach 
of  trust?  If  not,  on  what  principle  can  it  be  held  he  meant  that  his 
liability  should  be  less  than  the  loss  he  has  caused?     His  portion  is  a 
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part  of  the  estate,  and  how  shall  it  be  exempt  from  a  devastavit,  which 
affects  the  portions  of  others  equally  the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty, 
and  who  have  no  part  in  the  fault  which  causes  the  loss?  If  the 
whole  estate  is  lost  by  the  fault  of  the  trustee,  what  becomes  of  his  own 
portion  ?  It  is  gone  with  that  of  the  others,  and  that  is  the  result  of 
the  act  of  the  testator,  who  made  him  a  trustee  for  himself  as  well  a?< 
others.  Now,  did  the  testator,  in  thus  clothing  him  with  a  power  over 
his  whole  estate,  intend  he  should  not  be  responsible  to  any  one?  If, 
as  trustee,  he  shall  have  spent  It  for  his  individual  use  and  thus  had  its 
benefit,  because  of  his  control  as  trustee,  can  it  be  said  that  the  testator 
meant  that  he  should  enjoy  his  own  wholly,  while  the  others  should  get 
nothing?  The  will  itself  distinguishes  between  the  trustees  and  the 
legatees  in  the  very  clause  conferring  protection  over  the  shares  given 
to  the  latter.  Item  9th  :  "  The  said  income  so  directed  to  be  jmid  by 
my  said  executors,  shall  be  paid  to  my  said  children  and  grandchild* 
in  such  way  and  manner  that  the  same  shall  be  free  from  the  control, 
contracts,  debts,  liabilities  or  engagements  of  either  or  any  of  my  said 
children  or  grandchild,"  &c.  Thus  the  trustees  are  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment to  the  legatees  in  such  way  that  neither  creditors  nor  they  shall 
control  the  testator's  bounty.  Thus  it  is  the  thing  paid  or  ready  to  be 
paid  over,  which  is  to  be  protected,  and  it  is  the  trustee  who  must  per- 
form the  duty  of  protection  when  he  pays  over,  and  the  protection  is  to 
be  against  others.  The  will  presupposes  that  the  executor  has  per- 
formed his  duty  and  is  ready  to  pay  over  the  legacy.  Then  comes  in 
the  idea  of  protection  against  creditors  and  the  legatee  himself.  But 
what  warrant  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  is  there  that  this 
protection  is  to  be  carried  backward  to  protect  the  trustee  who  fails  to 
produce  the  legacy?  Clearly  he  stands  before,  and  if  he  fails  to  pro- 
duce the  things  to  be  protected,  he  must  answer  for  it  both  in  equi ty 
and  according  to  the  intent  of  this  testator.  If  the  trustee,  having  it 
in  his  own  hands,  has  squandered  his  own  legacy,  it  is  gone;  if  that  of 
Others,  Ins  own  must  share  in  the  loss,  if  partial,  or  make  it  up  if  en- 
tire. Neither  reason  nor  the  intent  of  the  testator  relieves  il  from  the 
effect  of  a  devastavit.  Bui  if  the  trustee  may  squander  the  shares  of 
Others  and  yet  save  his  own.  it  will  carry  the  doctrine  of  a  spendthrift 
trust  beyond  all  our  notions  of  equity  and  honesty,  and  fasten  upon 
the  testator  a  special  intenl  in  favor  of  a  faithless  trustee,  and  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Bame  protection  he  Intends  for  the  benefit  of  the  other 
objects  of  his  bounty.  This  is  unjust.  The  decree  of  the  Orphans' 
Court  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  record  ordered  to  be  remitted  to 
carry  out  the  views  expressed  in  the  foregoing  opinion. 

Sharswood,  Mercuh  and  I'axson,  .T.I. ,  dissented. 

The  court,  on  motion,  ordered  a  re-argumenl  b<-forc  a  full  bench. 

On  the  re-argument  at  Philadelphia  on  January  sth  1*7(1,  before  a 
full  bench.  S.  Dickson  submitted  an  additional  brief. 

On  Hay  5th  1879,  Mb,  Jcstici  Woodward  delivered  the  following 
opinion  :  — 
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Notwithstanding  the  fact  stated  by  the  auditor  in  his  first  report  that 
one  hundred  and  thirty-three  meetings  were  held  before  him,  and  the 
fact  that  in  the  final  decree  surcharges  were  made  against  the  trustees 
under  Mr.  Richardson's  will,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $579,000,  only  a 
single  point  is  in  issue  in  this  appeal.  That  is  raised  by  the  assignments 
ol'  error  in  which  the  appellant  eoniplains  that  her  exceptions  to  the 
report  were  overruled  by  the  Orphans'  Court.  The  first  of  these  excep- 
tions covers  the  whole  field  of  this  controversy.  It  was  in  these 
words  :  "  She  excepts  because  said  auditor  has  reported  in  effect  that 
George  J.  Richardson  is  entitled  to  receive  from  time  to  time,  equally 
or  rateablv  with  the  other  children  of  said  William  Richardson, 
deceased,  a  full  share  of  the  income  of  said  estate  from  the  said 
trustees.'' 

By  the  ninth  section  of  the  will  of  Mr.  Richardson,  the  residue  of  his 
estate  was  vested  in  his  executors  in  trust,  to  collect  and  pay  over  the 
income  to  his  wife,  children,  and  a  grandchild,  during  their  lives.  This 
provision  was  made  in  the  concluding  clause  of  the  section:  "The 
said  income  so  directed  to  be  paid  by  my  executors  shall  be  paid  to  my 
said  children  and  grandchild  in  such  way  and  manner  that  the  same 
shall  be  free  from  the  control,  contracts,  liabilities  or  engagements  of 
either  or  any  of  my  said  children  or  grandchild,  or  debts,  liabilities,  or 
engagements  of  either  of  the  husbands  of  my  said  daughters."  Five 
gentlemen,  including  George  J.  Richardson,  his  son,  and  two  of  his 
sons-in-law,  were  appointed  executors  and  trustees,  no  one  of  whom, 
it  was  directed  by  the  tenth  section  of  the  will,  should  be  liable  for  an}- 
moneys  received,  or  any  acts  done  by  either  or  any  of  his  co-executors 
or  co-trustees,  but  only  for  moneys  received  or  acts  done  by  himself. 
After  the  first  account  was  confirmed,  Mr.  Sparks,  one  of  the  trustees, 
resigned,  and  Mr.  Smethurst,  another  of  them,  died,  and  the  estate 
was  thenceforth  left  under  the  management  of  the  testator's  son  and 
sons-in-law. 

Mr.  Richardson  died  on  the  24th  of  January  1866,  and  soon  after- 
wards the  trustees  undertook  the  development  and  improvement  of  the 
coal  lands  belonging  to  the  estate  in  the  county  of  Schuylkill.  A  lease 
was  made  to  John  Lucas  &  Co.,  and  the  advances  made  to  the  lessees 
by  the  trustees  began  about  the  25th  of  March  1867,  and  were  con- 
tinued until  they  amounted  to  8271.759.40,  with  which  sum  the  trustees 
were  surcharged  by  the  auditor.  The  enterprise  was  ruinous  from  the 
outset.  Lucas  &  Co.  finally  failed.  The  report  found  that  the  trustees 
"  bad  no  power  under  the  will  to  make  such  loans,"  and  that  no  law 
existed  "  to  sustain  such  use  of  trust  funds."  It  found  also  that 
"after  Lucas  &  Co.  became  embarrassed  and  loans  were  made  to 
them,  the  business  of  the  estate  was  loosely  and  carelessly  managed  by 
the  accountants ;  that  sometimes  two  acted  for  the  three,  and  at  other 
times  the  money  affairs  were  largely  under  the  control  of  George  J. 
Richardson,"  and  that  it  was  "  impossible  to  say  how  far  the  moneys 
of  the  estate  were  mixed  with  his  own,  as  there  were  no  regular  books 
of  the  estate  or  his  own  to  enable  any  one  to  decide  that  question." 


SECT.  III.]  OVERMAN'S   APPEAL.  207 

Under  these  facts,  it  has  been  strongly  urged  on  behalf  of  the  appel- 
lant, that  the  right  of  George  J.  Richardson  to  receive  his  share  of  the 
current  and  prospective  income  of  the  estate  has  become  forfeit.  The 
allegation  was  that  he  joined  with  the  other  trustees  in  a  negligent  or 
fraudulent  waste  of  a  sum,  the  interest  on  which  would  largely  exceed 
the  income  of  what  remained. 

The  argument  was  pressed  with  some  feeling  and  much  force.  Anal- 
ogies that  were  more  or  less  apt  were  suggested.  But  analogies  are 
as  likely  to  misguide  as  to  guide  safely.  Just  the  facts  as  they  stand 
in  this  record  are  to  be  fairly  met.  The  auditor  said  that  while  there 
had  been  carelessness,  mismanagement  and  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
trustees,  he  did  "  not  mean  to  charge  any  of  them  with  taking  and 
using  the  funds  of  the  estate,"  and  he  assumed,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence, that  they  acted  honestly  in  this  respect,  and  disastrous  as  the 
results  of  the  effort  to  develop  the  Schuylkill  lands  proved  to  be,  the 
general  powers  conferred  by  the  will  on  the  trustees  were  very  large. 
By  the  eleventh  section  they  were  authorized  to  make  partition  of  lands 
in  Schuylkill  or  other  counties,  to  purchase  the  moieties  or  interest  of 
co-tenants,  and  to  raise  the  means  of  purchase  by  mortgage  or  other- 
wise on  the  lands.  They  were  authorized  also,  if  expedient  in  their 
opinion,  to  create  a  joint-stock  company  to  manage  the  lands,  "or  in 
any  way  or  manner  to  take  action  with  regard  to  them  "which  they 
should  "deem  to  be  manifestly  to  the  interest"  of  the  estate.  Under 
a  charter  so  broad  as  this  they  entered  into  the  Lucas  lease  and  made 
advance  after  advance,  upon  assurances  of  certain  and  near  success 
that  are  always  given,  and  with  the  glowing  hopes  and  firm  faith  which 
often  unhinge  or  cloud  the  judgment  of  very  prudent  men  when  they 
are  searching  for  sources  of  wealth  that  are  hidden  in  the  earth.  Be- 
sides, the  income  to  be  paid  to  George  J.  Richardson  was  to  be  free 
from  his  own  "  control,  contracts,  debts,  liabilities,  or  engagements." 
He  has  not  anticipated  his  income,  for  the  auditor  found  that  no  charge 
of  ••  taking  and  using  the  funds  of  the  estate"  was  made  out  against 
him.  It  is  true  that  the  tenth  section  of  the  will  made  him,  as  well  as 
each  of  the  other  trustees,  responsible  for  his  own  acts.  But  as  was 
said  in  the  very  able  argument  of  his  counsel,  that  section  "  did  not 
Create  any  other  liability  than  such  as  the  law  would  create  without  it. 
Had  it  been  omitted,  his  liability  to  the  estate  would  have  been  what  it 
fa  now  —  neither  more  or  less."  It  happens  that  he  has  become  liable 
to  hi-  father's  estate,  and  not  to  a  stranger.  But  it  was  from  "  liabil- 
ities "  of  all  kinds  that  the  income  given  him  was  to  be  protected. 

Nothing  is  better  settled  than  the  ml.'  which  sustains  such  trusts  as 
this.  It  has  produced  beneficent  ami  just  results.  And  it  ought  not  to 
be  evaded  or  infringed  in  any  ease  that  is  fairly  within  its  scope. 

DecrKi  affirmed  at  the  cost  of  the  appellants,  <n,<l  <t)>j>e<d  dismissed* 

1  Cf.  Jones'  Ettate,  199  Pa.  143  (1901). 
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BROADWAY   BANK   v.   ADAMS. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1882. 

[Reported  138  Mass.  170.] 

MORTON,  C.  J.  The  object  of  this  bill  in  equity  is  to  reach  and  apply 
in  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  debt  due  from  the  defendant  Adams  the 
income  ol'  a  trust  fund  created  for  his  benefit  by  the  will  of  his  brother. 
The  eleventh  article  of  the  will  is  as  follows  :  "  I  give  the  sum  of  seventy- 
five  thousand  dollars  to  inv  said  executors  and  the  survivors  or  survivor 
of  them,  in  trust  to  invest  the  same  in  such  manner  as  to  them  may 
seem  prudent,  and  to  pay  the  net  income  thereof  semi-annually,  to  my 
said  brother  Charles  W.  Adams,  during  his  natural  life,  such  payments 
to  be  made  to  him  personally  when  convenient,  otherwise,  upon  his 
order  or  receipt  in  writing  ;  in  either  case  free  from  the  interference  or 
control  of  his  creditors,  my  intention  being  that  the  use  of  said  income 
shall  not  be  anticipated  by  assignment.  At  the  decease  of  my  said 
brother  Charles,  my  will  is  that  the  net  income  of  said  seventy-five 
thousand  dollars  shall  be  paid  to  his  present  wife,  in  case  she  survives 
him,  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  all  the  children  of  said  Charles,  in 
equal  proportions,  in  the  manner  and  upon  the  conditions  the  same  as 
herein  directed  to  be  paid  him  during  his  life,  so  long  as  she  shall 
remain  single.  And  my  will  is,  that,  after  the  decease  of  said  Charles 
and  the  decease  or  second  marriage  of  his  said  wife,  the  said  seventy- 
five  thousand  dollars,  together  with  any  accrued  interest  or  income 
thereon  which  may  remain  unpaid,  as  herein  above  directed,  shall  be' 
divided  equally  among  all  the  children  of  my  said  brother  Charles,  by 
any  and  all  his  wives,  and  the  representatives  of  any  deceased  child  or 
children  by  right  of  representation." 

There  is  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  testator.  It  is 
clear  that,  if  the  trustee  was  to  pay  the  income  to  the  plaintiff  under  an 
order  of  the  court,  it  would  be  in  direct  violation  of  the  intention  of  the 
testator  and  of  the  provisions  of  his  will.  The  court  will  not  compel 
the  trustee  thus  to  do  what  the  will  forbids  him  to  do,  unless  the  pro- 
visions and  intention  of  the  testator  are  unlawful. 

The  question  whether  the  founder  of  a  trust  can  secure  the  income  of 
it  to  the  object  of  his  bounty,  by  providing  that  it  shall  not  be  alienable 
by  him  or  be  subject  to  be  taken  by  his  creditors,  has  not  been  direetby 
adjudicated  in  this  Commonwealth.  The  tendency  of  our  decisions, 
however,  has  been  in  favor  of  such  a  power  in  the  founder.  Braman 
v  Stiles,  2  Pick.  4G0  ;  Perkins  v.  ILiys,  3  Gray,  405;  Russell  v. 
Qrinnetty  105  Mass.  425;  Hall  v.  Williams,  120  Mass.  344;  Spar- 
liawk  x.Cloon,  125  Mass.  263. 

It  is  true  that  the  rule  of  the  common  law  is,  that  a  man  cannot 
attach  to  a  grant  or  transfer  of  propert}',  otherwise  absolute,  the  con- 
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dition  that  it  shall  not  be  alienated  ;  such  condition  being  repugnant  to 
the  nature  of  the  estate  granted.  Co.  Lit.  223  a  ;  Blackstone  Bank  v. 
Davis,  21  Pick.  42. 

Lord  Coke  gives  as  the  reason  of  the  rule,  that  "it  is  absurd  and 
repugnant  to  reason  that  he,  that  hath  no  possibility  to  have  the  land 
revert  to  hirn,  should  restrain  his  feoffee  in  fee  simple  of  all  his  power 
to  alien,"  and  that  this  is  "against  the  height  and  purity  of  a  fee 
simple."  By  such  a  condition,  the  grantor  undertakes  to  deprive  the 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  grantee  of  one  of  its  legal  incidents  and 
attributes,  namely,  its  alienability,  which  is  deemed  to  be  against  public 
policy.  But  the  reasons  of  the  rule  do  not  apply  in  the  case  of  a  transfer 
of  property  in  trust.  By  the  creation  of  a  trust  like  the  one  before  us, 
the  trust  property  passes  to  the  trustee  with  all  its  incidents  and  attri- 
butes unimpaired.  He  takes  the  whole  legal  title  to  the  property,  with 
the  power  of  alienation  ;  the  cestui  que  trust  takes  the  whole  legal  title 
to  the  accrued  income  at  the  moment  it  is  paid  over  to  him.  Neither 
the  principal  nor  the  income  is  at  any  time  inalienable. 

The  question  whether  the  rule  of  the  common  law  should  be  applied 
to  equitable  life  estates  created  by  will  or  deed,  has  been  the  subject  of 
conflicting  adjudications  by  different  courts,  as  is  fully  shown  in  the 
able  and  exhaustive  arguments  of  the  counsel  in  this  case.  As  is  stated 
in  Sparhawk  v.  Cloon,  above  cited,  from  the  time  of  Lord  Eldon  the 
rule  has  prevailed  in  the  English  Court  of  Chancery,  to  the  extent  of 
holding  that  when  the  income  of  a  trust  estate  is  given  to  any  person 
(other  than  a  married  woman)  for  life,  the  equitable  estate  for  life  is 
alienable  by,  and  liable  in  equity  to  the  debts  of,  the  cestui  que  trust, 
and  that  this  quality  is  so  inseparable  from  the  estate  that  no  provision, 
however  express,  which  does  not  operate  as  a  cesser  or  limitation  of  the 
estate  itself,  can  protect  it  from  his  debts.  Brandon  v.  Robinson*  18 
V>9.  129  :  Green  v.  fipicer,  1  Russ.  &  My  I.  395;  Bochford  v.  Hack- 
man,  :i  Hare,  I7."> ;  Trappes  v.  Meredith,  L.  R.  i)  Eq.  22'J  ;  Snowdon  v. 
]>ohs.  6  siin.  524  ;   Rippon  v.  Norton,  2  Beav.  <"<•">. 

The  English  rule  has  been  adopted  in  several  of  the  courts  of  this 
country.  Tillinghast  v.  Bradford,  o  H.  I.  205;  Heath  v.  Hi shop,  4 
Kieh.  Eq.  46  ;   Dick  v.  Pitchford,  1  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq.  480;  Mebane  v. 

M<hnn>  .    1    I  red.    Ivj.    1  \\  1  . 

Other  courts  have  rejected  it,  and  have  held  that  the  founder  of  a 
trust  may  Becnre  the  benefit  of  it  to  the  object  of  his  bounty,  by  pro- 
viding that  thr  income  shall  not  be  alienable  by  anticipation,  nor  subject 
to  be  taken  for  his  debts.  Holdship  v.  Patterson,  7  Watts,  5  17  ;  Shank- 
land's  J/7—'/.  17  Penn.  St.  118;  Rift  v.  Oeyer,  .r>'.i  Penn.  St.  898; 
117,//.  v.  117,//..  80  Vt.  888;  Pope  v.'  Elliott,  8  I'..  Afon,  56;  Nichols 
v.  Eaton,  91  U.  s  716;  Hyd<  \.  Woods,  94  l.  S.  528. 

The  precise  point  involved  in  the  ease  Mt  bar  has  not.  been  adjudi- 
cated in  this  Commonwealth  ;   but  tin-  decisions  of  this  court  which  we 

have  before  cited  recognize  the  principle,  that,  if  the  intention  of  the 
founder  of  a  trust,  like  the  one  before  us,  is  to  give  to  the  equitable 
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life  tenant  :i  qualified  and  limited,  and  not  an  absolute,  estate  in  the 
income,  such  life  tenant  cannot  alienate  it  by  anticipation,  and  his 
creditors  cannot  reach  it  at  law  or  in  equity.  It  seems  to  ns  that  this 
principle  extends  to  and  covers  the  ease  at  bar.  The  founder  of  this 
trust  was  the  absolute  owner  of  his  property,  lie  had  the  entire  right 
to  dispose  of  it.  cither  by  an  absolute  gift  to  his  brother,  or  by  a  gift 
with  such  restrictions  or  limitations,  not  repugnant  to  law,  as  he  saw 
tit  to  impose.  His  clear  intention,  as  shown  in  his  will,  was  not  to  give 
bis  brother  an  absolute  right  to  the  income  which  might  hereafter  acerue 
upon  the  trust  fund,  with  the  power  of  alienating  it  in  advance,  but 
only  the  right  to  receive  semi-annually  the  income  of  the  fund,  which 
upon  its  payment  to  him,  and  not  before,  was  to  become  his  absolute 
property.  His  intentions  ought  to  be  carried  out,  unless  they  are 
against  public  policy.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  or  tenure  of  the 
estate  given  to  the  cestui  que  trust  which  should  prevent  this.  The 
power  of  alienating  in  advance  is  not  a  necessary  attribute  or  incident 
of  such  an  estate  or  interest,  so  that  the  restraint  of  such  alienation 
would  introduce  repugnant  or  inconsistent  elements. 

We  are  not  able  to  sec  that  it  would  violate  any  principles  of  sound 
public  policy  to  permit  a  testator  to  give  to  the  object  of  his  bounty 
such  a  qualified  interest  in  the  income  of  a  trust  fund,  and  thus  provide 
against  the  improvidence  or  misfortune  of  the  beneficiary.  The  only 
ground  upon  which  it  can  be  held  to  be  against  public  policy  is,  that  it 
defrauds  the  creditors  of  the  beneficiary. 

It  is  argued  that  investing  a  man  with  apparent  wealth  tends  to 
mislead  creditors,  and  to  induce  them  to  give  him  credit.  The  answer 
is.  that  creditors  have  no  right  to  rely  upon  property  thus  held,  and  to 
give  him  credit  upon  the  basis  of  an  estate  which,  by  the  instrument 
creating  it,  is  declared  to  be  inalienable  by  him,  and  not  liable  for 
his  debts.  By  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence  they  can  ascertain  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  estate,  especially  in  this  Commonwealth,  where 
all  wills  and  most  deeds  are  spread  upon  the  public  records.  There  is 
the  same  danger  of  their  being  misled  by  false  appearances,  and  induced 
to  give  credit  to  the  equitable  life  tenant  when  the  will  or  deed  of  trust 
provides  for  a  cesser  or  limitation  over,  in  case  of  an  attempted  aliena- 
tion, or  of  bankruptcy  or  attachment,  and  the  argument  would  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  English  rule  is  equally  in  violation  of  public 
policy.  We  do  not  see  why  the  founder  of  a  trust  may  not  directly 
provide  that  his  property  shall  go  to  his  beneficiar}'  with  the  restriction 
that  it  shall  not  be  alienable  by  anticipation,  and  that  his  creditors  shall 
not  have  the  right  to  attach  it  in  advance,  instead  of  indirectly  reaching 
t  ie  -aine  result  by  a  provision  for  a  cesser  or  a  limitation  over,  or  by 
giving  his  trustees  a  discretion  as  to  paying  it.  He  has  the  entire  jus 
disponendi,  which  imports  that  he  may  give  it  absolutely,  or  may 
impose  any  restrictions  or  fetters  not  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the 
estate  which  he  gives.  Under  our  system,  creditors  may  reach  all 
the  property  of  the  debtor  not  exempted  by  law,   but  they  cannot 
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enlarge  the  gift  of  the  founder  of  a  trust,  and  take  more  than  he 
has  given. 

The  rule  of  public  policy  which  subjects  a  debtor's  property  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  does  not  subject  the  propert}'  of  a  donor  to  the 
debts  of  his  beneficiary,  and  does  not  give  the  creditor  a  right  to  com- 
plain that,  in  the  exercise  of  his  absolute  right  of  disposition,  the  donor 
has  not  seen  fit  to  give  the  property  to  the  creditor,  but  has  left  it  out 
of  his  reach. 

Whether  a  man  can  settle  his  own  property  in  trust  for  his  own 
benefit,  so  as  to  exempt  the  income  from  alienation  b}-  him  or  attach- 
ment in  advance  b}*  his  creditors,  is  a  different  question,  which  we  are 
not  called  upon  to  consider  in  this  case.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  any 
other  person,  having  the  entire  right  to  dispose  of  his  propert\\  may 
settle  it  in  trust  in  favor  of  a  beneficiary,  and  may  provide  that  it  shall 
not  be  alienated  by  him  by  anticipation,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  be 
seized  by  his  creditors  in  advance  of  its  payment  to  him. 

It  follows  that,  under  the  provisions  of  the  will  which  we  are  con- 
sidering, the  income  of  the  trust  fund  created  for  the  benefit  of  the 
defendant  Adams  cannot  be  reached  by  attachment,  either  at  law  or  in 
equity,  before  it  is  paid  to  him. 

Bill  dismissed. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  bar  in  November,  1881,  and  reargued  in 
March.  1882,  by  J.  R.  Churchill,  for  the  plaintiff;  by  R.  D.  Smith 
and  W.  TF.  Taughan,  for  the  defendant  Adams  ;  and  by  E.  F.  Hodges, 
for  the  trustee.1 


HUTCHINSON  v.   MAXWELL. 

Supreme  Court  of  Appeals,  Virginia.      1902. 

[Reported  100  Va.  169.] 

Appeal  from  a  decree  pronounced  by  the  Corporation  Court  of  the 
city  of  Winchester,  September  30,  18(J8,  in  a  suit  in  chancery  wherein 
appellants  were  the  complainants,  and  the  appellees  were  the  defendants. 

Reversed. 

The  opinion  states  the  case. 

8.  J.  0.  Moore,  C.  Kownslar,  M.  McCormick  and  R.  M.  Ward, 
for  the  appellants. 

Barton  ct  Boyd,  tot  the  appellees. 

Bl  i  ii  \  nan,  J.,  delivered  tin:  opinion  of  the  court.2 

This  suit  was  instituted  to  reach  and  subject  the  rights  and  interests 

1  S.-e  Jourolmon  v.  MtuengUl,  80  Tcnn.  81  (18*7)  :  (TwmMjf  v.  Lazear,  61  W".  V.i. 
328  (1902);  cf.  Butterfield  v.  /.'<<</,  160  Mass.  ."301  (18M). 

2  Part  of  the  opinion  is  omitted. 
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of  Clark  Maxwell,  the  debtor,  in  certain  real  and  personal  estate  con- 
veyed In  his  wife  to  a  trustee,  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
appellants  which  bad  been  reduced  to  judgment,  and  upon  which 
execution  had  issued. 

The  object  Of  the  conveyances  of  the  wife  to  the  trustee  was,  as  is 
staled  in  the  deeds,  to  provide  "an  estate  and  fund  for  the  mainte- 
nance, support,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  Clark  Maxwell,  the  husband 
oi'  the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  at  the  same  time  securing  the  same 
against  his  improvidence,  without  being  alienable  by  him  or  in  any  wise 
subject  to,  or  chargeable  with,  his  past,  present,  or  future  debts  or 
liabilities." 

The  estate  conveyed  to  Scott  11.  Hansbrough,  trustee,  by  one  of  the 
deeds,  consisted  of  horses,  wagons,  carts,  harness,  silverware,  pictures, 
&C.  ;  and  the  right  to  the  use  and  occupation  of,  and  to  the  rents  and 
profits  arising  from,  a  certain  farm  lying  in  part  in  the  county  of 
Clarke,  and  partly  in  the  county  of  Frederick,  containing  three  hundred 
and  thirty-three  acres,  during  the  natural  life  of  the  husband,  reserving 
to  the  grantor  the  remainder  in  the  farm. 

The  estate  conveyed  by  the  other  deed  consisted,  first,  of  one-half  in 
value,  or  a  moiety,  of  the  capital  or  principal  sum  of  all  the  properties, 
moneys,  investments,  choses  in  action,  and  estate,  real,  personal  or 
mixed,  in  the  charge,  custody  and  management  of  one  George  M. 
Saunders,  of  London,  England,  the  attorney  and  agent  of  the  wife ; 
and  second,  the  net  income,  rents,  profits  and  interest  arising  out  of  and 
derived  from  the  other  moiety  of  the  property  held  by  said  agent 
and  attorney  during  the  life  of  the  husband.  The  estate  or  interest  of 
the  husband  in  the  horses  and  other  personal  property  conveyed  by  the 
first-named  deed  is  limited  as  follows:  "The  said  Scott  H.  Hans- 
brough shall,  immediately  upon  the  execution  and  delivery  of  this  in- 
denture, take  possession  of  the  personal  property  aforesaid  mentioned 
in  clause  one,  and  hold  the  same  as  trustee  aforesaid,  free  from  all 
debts  or  liabilities  of  the  said  Clark  Maxwell,  and  without  any  right  or 
power  in  the  said  Clark  Maxwell  to  dispose  of,  alien,  or  charge  or  en- 
cumber the  same,  but  for  the  free  use  and  enjo3'inent  of  said  Clark 
Maxwell,  as  provided  in  the  trust  herein  contained,  with  power  only  to 
said  trustee  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same  when  and  as  he  may  see  fit, 
in  accordance  with  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  trust  herein  established." 

As  to  the  farm,  the  deed  provides  that  the  trustee,  "  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits  arising  from  said  farm  after  paying  all  taxes,  insurance,  and 
necessary  expenses  of  administering  said  trust,  shall  apply  the  same  so 
far  as  is  necessary  in  his  discretion  and  judgment  to  the  proper  and 
comfortable  support  and  maintenance  of  said  Clark  Maxwell,  paying 
therefrom  from  time  to  time,  or  from  week  to  week,  only  so  much  of 
said  rents  and  profits,  proportionately  in  such  sum  or  sums  as  to  said 
trustee  may  seem  proper  to  lie  paid  ;  without  the  right  or  power  of  said 
Clark  Maxwell  to  assign  or  anticipate  the  same ;  and  any  residue 
thereof,  remaining  after  the  payment  of  said  taxes,  costs  of  insurance 
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and  other  expenses  aforesaid,  and  the  said  support  and  maintenance  of 
said  Clark  Maxwell,  shall  be  safely  invested  from  time  to  time  by  said 
trustee  as  other  trust  funds  are  required  by  law  to  be  invested  and 
held  in  trust,  as  a  capital  sum. 

i;The  annual  interest  or  income  from  which  shall  be  expended  for 
the  maintenance  and  support  of  said  Clark  Maxwell  as  aforesaid,  and 
such  capital  sum  shall,  at  or  after  the  death  of  said  Clark  Maxwell,  be 
paid  to  such  person  or  persons  as  said  Clark  Maxwell  shall  nominate 
and  appoint  by  his  last  will  and  testament,  and  in  default  of  such  ap- 
pointment, the  same  shall  pass  and  belong  to  the  heirs  at  law  of  said 
Clark  Maxwell." 

By  the  terms  of  the  other  deeds  which  convey  the  property  in  the 
hands  of  Saunders,  agent  and  attorney,  it  is  provided  that  the  property 
thereby  conveyed  shall  be  held  in  trust  "  and  free  from  the  control  and 
ownership  and  power  of  said  Clark  Maxwell  and  his  assigns,  and  in  no 
respect  or  manner  subject  to  an}-  contract,  debt,  or  liability  of  said  Clark 
Maxwell,  but  upon  the  farther  trust  that,  out  of  so  much  of  said  income, 
rents  and  proflts  as  in  the  discretion  and  judgment  of  said  trustee  shall 
be  necessary  therefor,  the  said  trustee  shall  provide  for  the  proper  and 
comfortable  support  of  said  Clark  Maxwell,  paj'able  to  or  for  the  said 
Clark  Maxwell  from  week  to  week,  or  from  time  to  time,  proportionately 
so  much  of  said  income,  rents  and  profits  in  sum  or  sums  as  may  to 
said  trustee  seem  proper  to  be  paid  therefor ;  and  any  residue  thereof 
not  so  expended  by  said  trustee  shall  be  b}-  him  safely  invested  from 
time  to  time  and  held  in  trust  as  a  capital  sum,  along  with  the  afore- 
said capital  or  principal  sum  derived  from  the  moiety  of  said  proper- 
ties, money,  &c."  ...  It  farther  provides  that  "  the  said  trustee, 
upon  the  death  of  said  Clark  Maxwell,  shall  pay  the  principal  sum  in 
his  hands  to  such  person  or  persons  as  Maxwell  shall  nominate  and 
appoint  by  his  last  will,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  the  same 
shall  pass  and  belong  to  his  (Maxwell's)  heirs  at  law." 

Upon  appellant's  contention,  two  questions  arise:  1st,  Whether  the 
Interest  or  estate  conveyed  by  the  deeds  was  a  gift,  or  was  based  upon 
a  valuable  consideration  ;  2d,  If  a  gift,  whether  or  not  the  provisions 
of  the  deeds,  that  it  should  not  be  liable  for  the  donee's  debts,  are 
void,  because  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the  estate  conveyed. 

If  the  conveyances  were  based  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  the 
second  question  'Iocs  not  arise,  as  it  is  conceded  by  appellees'  counsel 
that  if  the  cestui  que  trust  paid  a  consideration  for  the  property  con- 
veyed,  the  provisions  of  the  deed  that  it  should  not  be  liable  for  bis 
debts  would   DC  a  fraud   upon  the  rights  of  his  creditors,  and  could  not 

be  upheld. 

The  deeds  in  question,  upon  their  face,  purport   to  convey  the  estate 

or  interest  which  passes  to  the  grantee  as  gifts,  and  the  record  docs  not 
show  that  the  conveyances  were  based  upon  considerations  deemed 
valuable  in  law. 

Being  ^ift-s  the  next  question  is,  are  the  provisions  of  the  deeds,  do 
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daring  thai  the  donee's  estate  or  interest  therein  should  not  be  liable 
for  his  debts,  void? 

It  is  conceded  that  the  question  of  the  liability  for  debt  of  a  cestui 
que  trust's  interest  in  property,  out  of  the  income  of  which  he  is  to  be 
supported  for  life,  had  not  been  passed  upon  by  this  court  prior  to  the 
case  of  Garland  v.  Garland,  87  Va.  758.  Numerous  cases  had  been 
before  this  court  in  which  trusts  making  somewhat  similar  provisions 
were  involved,  but  they  were  either  cases  in  which  it  was  not  necessary 
to  pass  upon  the  question  now  under  consideration,  or  cases  where  the 
provisions  were  for  the  benefit  of  two  or  more  beneficiaries,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  or  not  their  interests  could  be  severed,  or  whether  they 
were  so  connected  that  no  part  of  the  trust  fund  could  be  reached  for 
the  debts  of  any  one  of  them.  Among  these  cases  are  Markham  v. 
.  4  Leigh,  279  ;  Nickell  v.  Handly,  10  Gratt.  336 ;  Camp  v. 
iry,  7G  Va.  140. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  in  the  case  of  Garland  v.  Garland,  87  Va. 
758,  the  validity  of  such  trusts  was  upheld,  and  that  the  question  is  no 
longer  an  open  one  in  this  State. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case  does  so  hold,  but  the  construc- 
tion which  the  court  placed  upon  the  will  did  not,  we  think,  require  a 
decision  of  the  question.  It  construed  the  will  as  giving  to  the  tes- 
tator's brother,  Burr  Garland,  the  mere  right  to  a  decent  and  comfort- 
able support  out  of  the  profits  of  an  estate,  the  legal  title  to  which,  as 
well  as  the  profits,  he  (the  testator)  was  careful  to  confer  upon  the  trus- 
tee. Burr  Garland  was  dead,  and  the  property  sought  to  be  subjected 
were  profits  unexpended  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Having  placed  this  construction  upon  the  will,  the  court  says:  "  On 
behalf  of  the  appellees  it  is  insisted  that  the  testator,  by  his  will,  gave 
to  Burr  Garland  the  profits  therein  mentioned  absolutely,  and  that  the 
exemption  of  the  profits  from  liability  for  Burr  Garland's  debt  is  void, 
because  they  say  it  is  a  fundamental  doctrine  of  the  English  chancery, 
and  that  the  same  rule  prevails  in  America,  that  no  such  estate  can  be 
deprived  of  the  incident  of  alienability  or  liability  for  the  debts  of  the 
owner. 

"  But  this  argument  seems  to  me  to  be  beside  the  mark.  In  this 
case  the  devisee  and  legatee,  Burr  Garland,  did  not  take  any  absolute 
property  in  the  profits  of  the  estate  which  he  might  have  assigned  or 
aliened,  but  on  the  contrary,  he  acquired  the  mere,  although  exclusive, 
right  to  a  perception  of  so  much  of  said  profits  as  would  furnish  a 
decent  and  comfortable  support  for  himself,  and  this  was  so  qualified 
and  limited  as  to  fence  out  all  his  creditors  except  those  who  furnished 
him  supplies  for  his  support.  Had  he  undertaken  to  expend  these 
profits  in  any  other  way,  he  would  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust, 
for  there  was,  in  the  eye  of  a  court  of  equity,  as  complete  a  trust  in 
him  to  apply  these  profits  in  this  one  direction  as  there  was  in  the  trus- 
tee to  hold  the  legal  title.  And  while  he,  Burr  Garland,  took  this  qual- 
ified  right,    which   we   think  it  is   a  misnomer  to  call   property,  the 
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remaindermen  took  a  vested  remainder  in  all  the  surplus  or  unexpended 
profits." 

If  Burr  Garland  acquired  no  property  rights  under  the  will  of  his 
brother  in  the  profits  sought  to  be  subjected  in  that  case,  as  the  court 
in  effect  held,  then  there  was  of  course  nothing  for  his  creditors  to  sub- 
ject, and  there  was  no  necessity  or  occasion  for  the  court  expressing 
any  opinion  upon  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  such  provisions  where 
the  cestui  que  trust  did  take  a  property  interest  under  the  trust. 
That  expression  of  opinion  was,  therefore,  a  mere  dictum,  and  can- 
not be  regarded  as  an  authoritative  decision  of  the  question  under 
consideration. 

It  is  well  settled  in  this  countr\"  and  in  England,  from  which  country 
we  derive  the  principles  of  our  jurisprudence,  that  a  gift  or  grant  of 
a  beneficial  estate,  in  fee  or  absolutely,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  has 
certain  legal  incidents  of  which  the  estate  cannot  be  divested,  and  all 
conditions  adopted  for  that  purpose  are  necessarily  repugnant  and 
void.  Among  those  incidents  are  the  donee's  or  grantee's  power  of 
alienating  such  estate,  and  its  liability  for  his  debts.  Coke  upon  Litt. 
223a;  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Vesey,  429;  2  Minor's  Inst.  (4th  cd.) 
287-8  ;  Gray's  Restraints  on  Alienation  (2d  ed.),  sees.  105  and  134. 

The  reasons  for  this  doctrine  or  principle  is  the  repugnancy  of  such 
restraints  upon  the  ordinary  rights  of  property,  and  that  property 
would  thereby  be  withdrawn  from  the  ordinary  rules  and  channels  of 
commerce  and  trade. 

In  Coke  upon  Litt.,  p.  223a,  in  discussing  conditions  against  aliena- 
tion, it  is  said  :  "  The  like  law  is  of  a  devise  in  fee  upon  condition  that 
the  devisee  shall  not  alien,  the  condition  is  void ;  and  so  it  is  of  a 
grant,  release,  confirmation,  or  any  other  conveyance,  whereby  a  fee 
simple  doth  pass.  For  it  is  absurd  and  repugnant  to  reason  that  he 
tlmt  hath  no  'possibility  to  have  the  land  revert  to  him  should  restrain 
his  feoffee  in  fee  simple  of  all  his  power  to  alien.  And  so  it  is  if  a  man 
be  possessed  of  a  lease  for  years,  or  of  a  horse,  or  of  any  other  chattel, 
real  or  personal,  and  give  or  sell  his  whole  interest  or  propertie  therein, 
upon  condition  that  the  donee  or  vendee  shall  not  alien  the  same,  the 
same  is  void,  because  his  whole  interest  and  propertie  is  out  of  him,  bo 
as  he  hath  no  possibilitie  of  a  reverter;  ami  it  is  against  trade  and 
traffique  ami  bargaining,  and  contracting  between  man  and  man." 

The  case  of  a  settlement  upon  a  married  woman,  or  in  reference  to 
Coverture,  is  an  exception,  or  apparent  exception,  to  the  general  rule 
that    conditions    restraining   the    power   of   alienation    and    exempting 

property  from  the  liability  for  the  debts  <>i'  the  owner  is  repugnant  and 
void.  Hut  the  whole  doctrine  of  the  equitable  separate  estate  of  a 
married  woman  is  the  creature  of  equity,  the  invention  of  the  Chan- 
cellors, and    Betfl  at    naught   many  of  the  principles  Of  the  common  law. 

•J  .Minor',  fast.  I  Itfa  ed. )  948. 

••  When  this  court,"  said  Lord  Cottenhara  in  Tullett  v.  Armstrong^ 
•1  Mvl.  &  Cr.  877,  ••  first  established  the  separate  estate,  it  violated  the 
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laws  of  property  as  between  husband  and  wilV;  but  it  svas  thought 
beneficial  and  it  prevailed.  It  being  once  settled  that  a  wife  might  en- 
|oj  Beparate  estate  as  a  feme  sole,  the  laws  of  property  attached  to 
this  m  w  estate;  ami  it  was  lbu ml,  as  part  of  such  law,  that  the  power 
of  alienation  belonged  to  the  wife,  and  was  destructive  of  the  security 
intended  for  it.  Equity  again  inter IV red,  and  by  another  violation  of 
the  law  of  property  supported  the  validity  of  the  prohibition  against 
alienation."     Buckton  v.  Hay,  11  Chy.  Div.  645. 

It  is  also  well  settled  in  England  that  the  right  of  alienation  and  lia- 
bility for  debts  are  inseparable  incidents  of  a  life  estate,  whether  lim- 
ited by  way  of  trust  or  otherwise,  except  in  cases  where  there  is  a 
termination,  or  limitation  over,  of  the  estate  dependent  upon  attempted 
alienation  or  seizure  by  creditors.  Brandon  v.  Robinson,  18  Vesey, 
429;  Graves  v.  Dolphin,  1  Sim.  GO;  Rockford  v.  Hackman,  9  Hare, 
47.">;  Gray  on  Restraints  on  Alienation  of  Property,  sec.  134. 

It  is  also  equally  well  settled  in  this  country,  even  in  those  jurisdic- 
tions where  "  spendthrift  trusts  "  are  upheld,  that  liability  for  debts  is 
an  inseparable  incident  of  a  legal  life  estate.  In  the  case  of  Halm  v. 
Hutchinson,  159  Pa.  St.  138,  139,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania, 
where  such  trusts  seem  to  have  had  their  origin,  held,  following  prior 
decisions,  that  "  in  order  to  protect  the  estate  from  creditors,  the  legal 
estate  must  be  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee,  and  if  the  equitable  estate 
become  merged  in  the  legal  it  could  be  immediately  seized  in  execution 
b}'  the  creditors."  Professor  Gray,  who  has  given  this  subject  the 
most  thorough  investigation,  in  his  works  on  Restraints  on  Alienation, 
says  there  is  not  a  shred  of  authority,  on  either  side  of  the  Atlantic,  in 
favor  of  the  doctrine  that  a  life  tenant  of  the  legal  estate  in  land  can 
be  restrained  from  alienation.  Sees.  138,  134.  In  our  investigation, 
we  have  fouud  no  case  holding  a  contrary  doctrine,  unless  it  be  some 
Illinois  cases  referred  to  by  Professor  Gray.  At  least,  the  overwhelm- 
ing current  of  authority  is  that  a  legal  life  estate  is  subject  to  the  legal 
incidents  of  property,  one  of  which  is  that  it  is  liable  for  the  owner's 
debts.  Ehrusmany.  Senor,  162  Pa.  St.  577;  Willinghamv.  Janrin, 
GO  N.  H.  174;  McCleary  v.  Ellis,  54  Iowa,  311  ;  Maynardw.  Cleaves, 
149  Mass.  307. 

If  liability  for  debts  is  an  inseparable  incident  of  a  legal  life  estate, 
as  it  unquestionabby  is,  why  should  it  not  be  an  inseparable  incident  of 
a  like  estate  in  equity?  One  reason  why  it  is  an  inseparable  incident 
of  property  at  common  law  is,  that  it  is  against  public  policy  that 
a  man  ''should  have  an  estate  to  live  on,  but  not  an  estate  to  pay 
with."  Does  not  this  reason  apply  as  much  to  equitable  estates 
as  to  legal?  A  restraint  on  alienation  and  freedom  from  liability  for 
debt  are  as  much  against  public  policy  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other. 
The  English  chancery  courts  recognized  this,  and  applied  the  rule  of 
the  common  law  to  equitable  estates.  The}-  did  not  engraft  any  new 
doctrine  on  the  common  law,  as  is  suggested  in  some  of  the  cases 
which  uphold  spendthrift  trusts;  but,  as  Professor  Gray  shows  con- 
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clusively,  "  they  walked  scrupulously  in  the  ancient  ways  of  the  law  ; 
and  it  is  these  late  cases  which  have  departed  from  the  principles  of 
the  common  law  as  much  as  they  have  from  the  precedents  in  equity." 
'•  The  common  law,"  as  he  says,  "  held  that  legal  estates  of  freehold, 
whether  in  fee-simple  or  for  life,  should  not  be  inalienable  ;  and  chan- 
cery held  the  same  of  equitable  estates  of  freehold.  The  common  law 
held  that  a  legal  life  estate  might  be  made  determinable  on  alienation  ; 
and  chancery  held  the  same  of  an  equitable  life  estate."     Sec.  256. 

Not  only  did  courts  of  equity,  in  the  furtherance  of  a  wise  public 
policy,  recognize  the  fact  that  equitable  as  well  as  legal  estates  should 
not  be  withdrawn  from  commerce,  and  should  be  liable  for  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  owner,  but  at  an  early  day,  very  soon  after  we  had  severed 
our  connection  with  the  mother  country,  the  law-making  power  of  this 
State,  by  an  act  regulating  conveyances,  which  went  into  effect  Jan- 
uary 1,  1787,  and  which,  with  some  verbal  changes,  is  found  in  sec. 
2428  of  the  Code  of  1887,  declared  that  "  Estates  of  every  kind,  holden 
or  possessed  in  trust,  shall  be  subject  to  debts  and  charges  of  the  per- 
sons to  whose  use  or  to  whose  benefit  the}*  are  holden  or  possessed,  as 
they  would  be  if  those  persons  owned  the  like  interest  in  the  things 
holden  or  possessed,  as  in  the  uses  or  trusts  thereof."  12  Hennings 
Stat,  at  Large,  ch.  G2,  p.  157  ;   1  Rev.  Code  of  1819,  ch.  99,  sec.  30. 

This  statute  makes  the  equitable  estate  of  the  cestui  que  trust  liable 
for  his  debts  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  were  the  legal  owner  of  the 
same.  If  a  condition  is  annexed  to  a  legal  life  estate  that  it  shall  not 
be  liable  for  the  owner's  debts,  it  is  void.  Why,  then,  is  not  a  like  con- 
dition annexed  to  an  equitable  life  estate  void  also? 

The  legislation  of  this  State  shows  that  it  was  the  object  and  policy 
of  the  Legislature  to  make  all  estates,  where  the  owner  is  sui  juris, 
liable  for  debt,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  except  such  as  might  be  ex- 
empt by  express  statutory  provisions.  The  effect  of  upholding  spend- 
thrift trusts  would  be  to  encourage  idleness  and  lessen  enterprise,  and 
to  foster  a  class  who  become  more  and  more  reckless  and  indifferent 
to  their  honest  debts  from  a  sense  that  they  are  hedged  in  by  the  law 
beyond  the  reach  of  their  creditors. 

The  decisions  of  the  American  courts  upon  this  question  arc  conflict- 
ing, and  the  reasoning  of  the  cases  which  uphold  spendthrift  trusts  is 
unsatisfactory,  and,  as  it  seems  to  us.  at  war  with  well  settled  prin- 
ciples "f  law  as  to  the  incidents  <>f  property,  whilst  the  English  courts 
of  chancery,  ami  the  American  eases  which  follow  them  (even  if  our 
statute  did  not  make  a  debtor's  equitable  property  liable  for  his  debts 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  lie  were  the  legal  owner),  seem  to  us  to  be 
sustained  by  the  better  reason,  ami  to  be  in  furtherance  of  a  wise  pub- 
lic policy.  Whatever  rights,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  a  person  sui 
juris  has  in  property,  ought  to  be,  and  wc  think  are,  liable  for  his  debts 
except  so  far  as  exempt  therefrom  by  statute.  Whatever  rights  of 
property  the  cestui  que  trust  can  demand  from  his  trustees,  his  creditors 
ought  to  have  the  right  to  subject  to  the  payment  of  their  debts  unless 
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his  rights  are  so  connected  or  blended  with  the  rights  of  others  that  it 
cannot  be  Bubjccted  without  prejudice  to  the  hitter's  rights.  Nickell, 
A   .  v.  Handly,&c,  10  Gratt.  886,  889. 

Having  reached  tliis  conclusion,  the  provisions  in  the  deed  of  Mrs. 
Maxwell  must  be  held  to  be  void  in  so  far  as  they  declare  that  the 
property  rights  which  her  husband  acquired  under  the  deeds  shall  not 
be  liable  for  his  debts. 

The  next  question  is,  what  rights  of  property  did  the  husband  ac- 
quire by  the  deeds? 

l'.v  the  first  mentioned  deed,  filed  with  the  bill  and  marked  "  Exhibit 
l'>."  he  acquired  an  absolute  equitable  estate  in  the  horses  and  other 
personal  property  described  in  clause  numbered  one  of  that  deed,  or  in 
the  proceeds  thereof,  in  the  event  the  trustee  sold  the  same,  as  he 
had  authority  to  do  under  the  provisions  of  the  deed.  Under  that  deed, 
and  the  other  deed  filed  with  the  bill,  marked  "  Exhibit  C,"  he  was  en- 
titled to  what,  in  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the  trustee,  would  be 
a  proper  and  comfortable  support  and  maintenance  outpf  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  farm  conveyed  by  the  first-named  deed,  and  out  of  the 
income,  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  conveyed  by  the  second  named 
deed,  after  paying  taxes,  insurance  and  necessary  expenses  of  adminis- 
tering the  trust,  and  which  were  made  prior  charges  upon  the  profits  and 
income  received  by  the  trustee  from  the  farm,  and  from  the  property 
conveyed  by  the  other  deed.  And  the  husband  was  further  entitled, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  first- named  deed,  to  the  annual  interest  or 
income  on  so  much  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  farm  as  were  not 
necessary  for  the  said  proper  and  comfortable  support  and  maintenance 
of  the  husband,  and  which  the  trustee  was  required  by  the  deed  to  invest 
as  a  capital  sum  or  interest  bearing  fund. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  appellants  have  the  right  to 
have  subjected  to  the  payment  of  their  debts,  so  far  as  may  be  neces- 
sary, the  horses  and  other  personal  propert}7  conveyed  by  clause  num- 
bered one  of  the  deed  marked  "  Exhibit  P> "  and  filed  with  the  bill,  or 
the  proceeds  thereof  if  that  property  has  been  sold  by  the  trustee;  and, 
so  much  of  the  rents,  profits  and  income  derived  by  the  trustee  from 
the  other  property  conveyed  by,  and  also  in  the  fund  invested  under, 
the  two  deeds,  after  paying  the  prior  charges  of  taxes,  insurance,  &c, 
charged  thereon,  as  the  husband  would  be  entitled  to  receive  for  his 
proper  and  comfortable  support  and  maintenance  under  the  provisions 
of  the  said  deeds. 

It  is  true,  there  is  a  discretion  vested  in  the  trustee  by  the  deeds  as 
to  what  amount  of  the  rents,  profits  and  income  arising  from  the  prop- 
erty conveyed  shall  be  applied  to  the  husband's  support  and  main- 
tenance, but  it  seems  to  he  settled  that  where  trustees  arc  directed  to 
apply  the  income  of  a  trust  fund  for  the  support  and  benefit  of  the 
debtor,  and  for  other  purposes,  but  have  no  right  to  exclude  the  debtor, 
tln'ii  the  assignee  and  the  creditors  can  claim  from  the  trustee  the 
amount  which  the  debtor  could  have  claimed  should  have  been  applied 
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to  his  benefits.     Page  v.  Way,  3  Bcav.  20 ;   Kearsley  v.    Woodcock, 

3  Hare.  Is.")  :  L'ijipun  v.  X'>rf<>»,  '1  Beav.  63  ;    Wallace  v.  Anderson,  16 
Beav.  533,  and  Gray  on  Restraints  on  Alienation,  159. 
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[Reported  133  3/ass.  175.] 

Morton,  C.  J.  The  defendant.  Mrs.  Windram,  after  her  marriage, 
being  possessed  in  her  own  right  of  personal  property,  conveyed  it  to 
trustees  by  an  indenture  dated  in  March  1879.  The  trusts  declared  by 
the  indenture  are,  that  the  trustees  are  to  pay  the  net  income  to  her 
semi-annually  during  her  life  "  upon  her  sole  and  separate  order  or 
receipt,  the  same  not  to  be  by  way  of  anticipation,"  and  to  pay  the 
principal  to  her  children  upon  her  death,  or  when,  after  her  death,  they 
arrive  at  the  age  of  thirty  years,  except  as  to  a  sum  not  exceeding 
twenty-five  thousand  dollars,  over  which  she  retains  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment by  will. 

After  this  settlement  in  trust,  she  jointly  with  her  husband  borrowed 
a  large  sum  of  money  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  as  security  therefor,  assigned 
and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  by  an  instrument  in  which  her  husband 
joined,  all  her  right  and  interest  to  and  in  the  income  of  said  trust  fund 
accruing  under  the  said  indenture.  The  object  of  this  bill  in  equity, 
which  is  brought  under  the  Gen.  Sts.  c.  113,  §  2,  cl.  11,  is  to  reach  and 
apply,  in  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  debt,  the  income  to  which  she  be- 
came entitled  under  the  indenture  after  the  assignment  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  provision  that  the  trustees  are  to  pay  the  net  income  to  her  upon 
her  sole  receipt,  and  not  "  by  way  of  anticipation,"  is  clearly  intended 
to  restrain  the  power  of  the  cestui  qne  trust  to  alienate  the  income  in 
advance;  and  the  case  therefore  raises  the  question,  whether  such  re- 
straint of  alienation  is  valid  as  against  subsequent  creditors  or  pur- 
chasers with  notice. 

It  was  derided  in  the  case  of  Broadway  National  Bank  v.  Adams, 
188  Mass.  170,  that  the  founder  of  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  another 
may  by  suitable  provisions  restrain  the  power  of  the  cestui  qiu  (rust 
to  alienate  the  income  by  anticipation,  and  protect  the  income  from  the 

claims  of  bis  creditors  until  it  Is  paid  over  to  him.  In  that  case,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  consider  whether  a  man  could  settle  his  own 
property  in  trust  to  pay  the  ineome  to  himself  with  a  like  restraint  of 

alienation  which  would  be  valid.  It  seems  to  us  that  the  two  questions 
arc  quite  different 

The  general  policy  of  our  law  is  that  creditors  shall  have  the  right 
to  resort  to  all  the  property  of  the  debtor,  except  so  far  as  the  Statutes 
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exempt  it  from  liability  for  Ins  debts.     But  this  policy  does  not  subject 
to  the  debts  of  the  debtor  the  property  of  another,  and  is  not  defeated 

when  tin-  founder  of  B  trust  is  a  person  other  than  the  debtor.  In  such 
the  founder,  having  the  entire  jus  dhponaidi  in  disposing  of  his 
own  properly,  sees  fit  to  give  to  his  beneficiary  a  qualified  and"  limited, 
instead  of  an  absolute,  interest  in  the  income.  Creditors  of  the  bene- 
ti eiary  have  no  right  to  complain  that  the  founder  did  not  give  his 
property  for  their  benefit,  or  that  they  cannot  reach  a  greater  interest 
in  the  property  than  the  debtor  has,  or  ever  had.  But  when  a  man 
settles  his  property  upon  a  trust  in  his  own  favor,  with  a  clause  re- 
straining his  power  of  alienating  the  income,  he  undertakes  to  put  his 
own  property  out  of  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  while  he  retains  the 
beneficial  use  of  it.  The  practical  operation  of  the  transaction  is,  that 
he  transfers  a  portion  only  of  his  interest,  retaining  in  himself  a  bene- 
ficial interest,  which  he  attempts  by  his  own  act  to  render  inalienable 
by  himself  and  exempt  from  liability  for  his  debts. 

To  permit  a  man  thus  to  attach  to  a  valuable  interest  in  property 
retained  by  himself  the  quality  of  inalienability  and  of  exemption  from 
his  debts,  seems  to  us  to  be  going  further  than  a  sound  public  policy- 
will  justify.  No  authorities  arc  cited  in  favor  of  such  a  rule.  In  Eng- 
land it  is  the  settled  rule  that  the  founder  of  a  trust  in  favor  of  a  third 
person  (except  married  women)  cannot,  by  a  clause  restraining  aliena- 
tion, put  the  income  out  of  the  reach  of  the  creditors  of  the  beneficiary. 
See  cases  cited  in  Broadway  National  Bank  v.  Adams. 

In  Pennsylvania,  where  the  English  rule  is  rejected,  and  the  same 
rule,  as  to  the  power  of  a  founder  of  a  trust  in  favor  of  a  third  person, 
adopted  by  us  in  Broadway  National  Bank  v.  Adams,  is  upheld,  the 
courts  yet  hold  that  a  person  cannot  so  settle  his  own  property  in  trust, 
as  to  put  his  right  to  the  income  retained  by  him  beyond  the  reach  of 
his  creditors,  by  a  provision  against  alienation  or  otherwise.  Johnston 
v.  Jhirvy,  2  Penn.  82  ;  JIackason's  Appeal,  42  Penn.  St.  330.  See  also 
Lackland  v.  Smith,  5  Mo.  App.  153. 

It  is  true  that  a  man,  who  is  not  indebted,  ma}-  by  a  voluntary  con- 
veyance made  in  good  faith  transfer  his  property  so  as  to  put  it  out  of 
the  reach  of  future  creditors.  When  a  man  transfers  a  trust  fund,  of 
which  the  income  is  to  be  paid  to  him  during  his  life,  and  the  principal 
at  his  death  to  be  paid  or  transferred  to  others,  the  principal  may  be 
beyond  the  reach  of  his  future  creditors  ;  but  we  are  of  opinion  that  his 
right  to  the  income  which  he  retains  in  himself  may  be  alienated  by  him, 
is  liable  for  his  debts,  and  may  be  reached  in  equit}-. 

Another  question,  not  free  from  difficulty,  arises  in  this  case,  and 
that  is  whether  this  rule  applies  in  the  case  of  a  conveyance  of  her 
property  in  trust  by  a  married  woman.  In  England,  where,  as  we 
have  before  said,  the  general  rule  is  that  restraints  of  alienation  in 
wills  or  deeds  are  invalid,  the  Court  of  Chancery  from  the  time  of  Lord 
Thurlow  has  recognized  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  favor  of  married 
women.      lJarkes  v.  White,  11  Ves.  209;  Jackson  v.  Hobhouse,  2 
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Meriv.  483;  Woodmcsto?ix.  Walker,  2  Russ.  &  Myl.  197.  Numerous 
other  cases  might  be  cited. 

The  reason  of  the  exception  is,  that  a  married  woman  is  not  sui  juris, 
and  that  such  a  restraint  of  her  power  of  alienation  is  necessary  as  a 
protection  to  her  against  the  coercion  and  influence  of  her  husband. 

By  the  common  law  of  England,  a  married  woman  could  not  hold 
any  separate  property.  The  settlement  upon  her  by  means  of  a  trust 
of  an  equitable  separate  estate,  was  the  invention  of  equity,  and  the 
Court  of  Chancery  allowed  the  clause  against  anticipation,  in  order  to 
give  full  effect  to  the  estate  itself,  and  to  secure  to  her,  free  from  the 
influence  of  the  husband,  the  benefit  intended  by  the  settler. 

But  the  legislation  of  this  Commonwealth  has  essentially  changed  the 
common  law  status  of  a  married  woman,  especially  in  respect  to  her 
holding  separate  property.  By  our  Statutes,  a  married  woman  is  now 
enabled  to  take,  hold,  manage  and  dispose  of  property,  to  make  con- 
tracts, and  to  sue  and  be  sued,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole. 
Pub.  Sts.  c.  147.  Except  as  to  dealings  with  her  husband,  she  is  made 
a  person  sui  juris.  The  Statute  intends,  what  it  declares,  that  she 
shall  hold  her  separate  property  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  sole, 
with  the  same  rights  and  privileges,  and  also  subject  to  the  same  rules, 
responsibilities  and  liabilities,  as  a  feme  sole. 

Courts  of  equity  upheld  the  restraint  of  alienation  in  favor  of  a 
married  woman  because  of  her  disability  during  coverture,  and  as  an 
incident  of  the  trust  estate  necessaiT  for  her  protection.  The  Statutes 
having  removed  her  disability,  and  having  made  unnecessary  the  creation 
of  a  trust  estate,  the  incidents  of  the  trust  estate  and  the  equitable  rights 
growing  out  of  it  no  longer  remain  in  her  favor.  She  is  put  upon  the 
same  footing  as  if  she  were  a  feme  sole.  She  no  longer  needs  any  pro- 
tection against  the  marital  rights  of  her  husband.  It  is  argued  that  she 
still  needs  protection  against  his  persuasion  and  undue  Influence.  The 
Statutes  have  made  such  provisions  as  were  deemed  necessary  to  meet 
this  (lunger,  by  providing  that,  upon  her  application  to  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court,  a  trustee  may  be  appointed,  and  she  may  thereupon 
convey  her  separate  estate  to  the  trustee  upon  such  trusts  and  to  such 
OSes  as  she  may  declare.     Pub.  Sts.  c.  117,  §  13. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  provision  in  the  inden- 
ture of  March,  1879,  intended  to  restrain  Mrs  Windram's  power  of 
alienating  the  income  of  the  trust  fund,  is  invalid  ;  and  that  the  plain- 
till'  is  entitled  to  the  income  after  the  assignment  to  it,  or  after  notice 

thereof  was  '_riven  to  the  trustees,  if  they  have  paid  it  to  Mrs.  Windrain 
before  BUch  notice. 

\\ ,  oeed  not  consider  whal  effeel  the  modification  of  the  trusts  made 
in  September,  1880,  may  have  upon  the  rights  of  other  parties.     By 

this  modification,  the  trustees,  in-icad  of  paying  the  income  to  Mrs. 
Windram,  were  to  disburse  it  for  her  benefit,  as  they  should  see  fit. 

It  is  char  that  it   would  he  a  gTOSS  fraud   to  allow  it   l<>  defeat   the  rights 

of  the  plaintiff  under  its  prior  assignment,  and  the  presiding  justice  who 
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hoard  the  case  rightly  ruled  that  it  was  Incompetent  and  immaterial  as 
against  the  plaintiff. 

The  result  is.  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree,  the  terms  of 
which  must  be  settled  before  a  single  justice. 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff.1 

/.'.  8.  Mansfield,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  8.  Wheeler  and  J.  11.    Young,  for  the  defendants. 

.  Von  Zidlitx,  136  Mass.  342  (1884);  ami  cf.  Holmes  v.  Penney,  3 
K.  &  .1.  90  (1856). 


BOOK  X. 
PRIORITY. 


CHAPTER    I. 

FRAUDULENT    CONVEYANCES. 


SECTION    I. 

CONVEYANCES  IN  FRAUD  OF  PURCHASERS. 

St.  27  Eliz.  c.  4  (1585).  —  Forasmuch  as  not  only  the  Queen's  most 
excellent  Majesty,  but  also  divers  of  her  Highness'  good  and  loving 
subjects,  and  bodies  politic  and  corporate,  after  conveyances  ob- 
tained, or  to  be  obtained,  and  purchases  made  or  to  be  made,  of  lands, 
tenements,  leases,  estates  and  hereditaments,  for  money  or  other  good 
considerations,  may  have,  incur  and  receive  great  loss  and  prejudice 
by  reason  of  fraudulent  and  covinous  conveyances,  estates,  gifts, 
grants,  charges  and  limitations  of  uses  heretofore  made  or  hereafter  to 
be  made,  of,  in  or  out  of  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  so  par- 
chased  or  to  be  purchased:  (2)  which  said  gifts,  grants,  charges, 
estates,  uses  and  conveyances  were,  or  hereafter  shall  be,  meant  and 
intended  by  the  parties  that  so  make  the  same  to  be  fraudulent  and 
covinous,  of  purpose  and  intent  to  deceive  such  as  have  purchased  or 
shall  purchase  the  same;  (3)  or  else  by  the  secret  intent  of  the  parties 
the  same  be  to  their  own  proper  use,  and  at  their  free  disposition, 
(4)  colored  nevertheless  by  a  feigned  countenance  and  show  of  words 
and  sentences,  as  though  the  same  were  made  bona  fide,  for  good 

Causes,  and  upon  just  and  lawful  considerations: 

II.  For  remedy  of  which  inconveniences,  and  for  the  avoiding  of  such 
fraudulent,  feigned  and  covinous  conveyances,  gifts,  grants,  charges, 
nd  estates,  and  for  the  maintenance  of  upright  and  just  dealing 
in  the  purchasing  <>f  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments;  (2)  be  it 
ordaimd  and  enacted  by  the  authority  of  this  presenl  parliament,  That 
all  and  every  conveyance,  grant,  charge,  lease,  estate,  encumbrance 
and  limitation  of  use  or  uses,  <»f.  in  or  out  of  any  lands,  tenements  or 
other  hereditaments  whatsoever,  had  or  made  any  time  heretofore  sith- 
enoe  the  beginning  of  the  Queen's  Majesty's  reign  thai  now  is,  or  at 
any  time  hereafter  to  be  had  or  made,  for  the  intent   and  of  purpose  to 
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defraud  and  deceive  such  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic  or  corpo- 
rate,   as    have    purchased   or   shall   afterwards    purchase  in   fee-simple, 

fee-tail,  for  life,  lives  or  years,  the  same  lauds,  tenements  and  heredit- 
aments, or  any  part  or  pared  thereof,  so  formerly  conveyed,  granted, 

leased,  charged,  encumbered  or  limited  in  use,  (3)  or  to  defraud  and 
deceive  Buch  as  have  or  shall  purchase  any  rent,  profit  or  commodity 
iu  or  out  of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  ( 1 )  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  only  as  against  that  person  and  persons,  bodies  politic  and  cor- 
porate, his  and  their  heirs,  successors,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  and  against  all  and  every  other  person  and  persons  lawfully 
having  or  claiming  by,  from  or  under  them,  or  any  of  them,  which  have 
purchased  or  shall  hereafter  so  purchase  for  money  or  other  good  con- 
sideration, the  same  lauds,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  or  any  part  or 
parcel  thereof,  or  any  rent,  profit  or  commodity  in  or  out  of  the  same, 
to  be  utterly  void,  frustrate  and  of  none  effect;  (5)  any  pretence, 
color,  feigned  consideration,  or  expressing  of  any  use  or  uses  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding. 

III.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  That  all 
and  every  the  parties  to  such  feigned,  covinous  and  fraudulent  gifts, 
grants,  leases,  charges  or  conveyances  before  expressed,  or  being 
privy  and  knowing  of  the  same  or  any  of  them,  which  after  the  twen- 
tieth day  of  April  next  coming  shall  wittingly  and  willingly  put  in  ure, 
avow,  maintain,  justify  or  defend  the  same  or  any  of  them,  as  true, 
simple,  and  done,  had  or  made,  bona  fide,  or  upon  good  consideration, 
to  the  disturbance  or  hindrance  of  the  said  purchaser  or  purchasers, 
lessees  or  grantees,  or  of  or  to  the  disturbance  or  hindrance  of  their 
heirs,  successors,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  or  such  as 
have  or  shall  lawfully  claim  anything  by,  from  or  under  them,  or  any 
of  them  shall  incur  the  penalty  and  forfeiture  of  one  year's  value  of 
the  said  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  so  purchased  or  charged  ; 
(2)  the  one  moiety  whereof  to  be  to  the  Queen's  Majesty,  her  heirs  and 
successors,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  party  or  parties  grieved  by  such 
feigned  and  fraudulent  gift,  grant,  lease,  conveyance,  encumbrance  or 
limitation  of  use,  to  be  recovered  in  any  of  the  Queen's  courts  of  record, 
by  action  of  debt,  bill,  plaint  or  information,  wherein  no  essoin,  pro- 
tection or  wager  of  law  shall  be  admitted  for  the  defendant  or  defend- 
ants ;  (3)  and  also  being  thereof  lawfully  convicted,  shall  suffer 
imprisonment  for  one  half  year  without  bail  or  mainprise. 

IV.  Provided  also,  and  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid, 
That  this  Act  or  anything  therein  contained  shall  not  extend  or  be  con- 
strued to  impeach,  defeat,  make  void  or  frustrate  any  conveyance, 
assignment  of  lease,  assurance,  grant,  charge,  lease,  estate,  interest  or 
limitation  of  use  or  uses,  of,  in,  to  or  out  of  any  lands,  tenements  or 
hereditaments  heretofore  at  any  time  had  or  made,  or  hereafter  to  be 
had  or  made,  upon  or  for  good  consideration  and  bona  fide,  to  any 
person  or  persons,  bodies  politic  or  corporate ;  anything  before- 
mentioned  to  the  contrary  hereof  notwithstanding. 
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V.  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  That  if 
any  person  or  persons  have  .heretofore  sithence  the  beginning  of  the 
Queen's  Majesty's  reign  that  now  is.  made  or  hereafter  shall  make  any 
conveyance,  gift,  grant,  demise,  charge,  limitation  of  use  or  uses,  or 
assurance  of,  in  or  out  of  any  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  with 
any  clause,  provision,  article  or  condition  of  revocation,  determination 
or  alteration,  at  his  or  their  will  or  pleasure,  of  such  conveyance, 
assurance,  grants,  limitations  of  uses  or  estates  of,  in  or  out  of  the 
said  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  or  of,  in  or  out  of  am-  part 
or  parcel  of  them,  contained  or  mentioned  in  any  writing,  deed  or 
indenture  of  such  assurance,  conveyance,  grant  or  gift ;  (2)  and  after 
sucra  conveyance,  grant,  gift,  demise,  charge,  limitation  of  uses  or 
assurance  so  made  or  had,  shall  or  do  bargain,  sell,  demise,  grant, 
convey  or  charge,  the  same  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  or  any 
part  or  parcel  thereof,  to  an}'  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic  and 
corporate,  for  money  or  other  good  consideration  paid  or  given  (the 
said  first  conveyance,  assurance,  gift,  grant,  demise,  charge  or  limita- 
tion, not  by  him  or  them  revoked,  made  void  or  altered,  according  to 
the  power  and  authority  reserved -or  expressed  unto  him  or  them  in  and 
by  the  said  secret  conveyance,  assurance,  gift  or  grant),  (3)  That  then 
the  said  former  conveyance,  assurance,  gift,  demise  and  grant,  as 
touching  the  said  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  so  after  bar- 
gained, sold,  conveyed,  demised  or  charged,  against  the  said  bar- 
gainees, vendees,  lessees,  grantees  and  every  of  them,  their  heirs, 
successors,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  and  against  all  and 
every  person  and  persons  which  have,  shall  or  may  lawfulby  claim  any- 
thing, by,  from  or  under  them  or  any  of  them,  shall  be  deemed,  taken 
and  adjudged  to  be  void,  frustrate,  and  of  none  effect,  by  virtue  and 
force  of  this  present  Act. 

VI.  Provided  nevertheless,  That  no  lawful  mortgage  made  or  to  be 
made  />'>mi  //</.,  and  without  fraud  or  covin,  upon  good  consideration, 
shall  be  impeached  or  impaired  by  force  of  this  Act,  but  shall  stand  in 
the  like  force  and  effect  as  the  same  should  have  done  if  this  Act  had 
never  been  had  nor  made  ;  anything  in  this  Act  to  the  contrary  in  any 
wise  notwithstanding. 


GOOCH'S   CASE. 

Qi  i  i  [ft  Iii  v  ii.     1590. 

60  a.] 

And  in  this  case,1  What,  Chief  Justice,  said,  If  A.  Beised  of  land 
in  fee  makes  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  to  the  intenl  to  deceive  and  de 
fraud  purchasers  against  the  Stat  of  27  EL  Mini  continues  in  posscs- 
1  Only  an  extract  Ii  printed  from  tliis  case. 

VOL.     VI.  16 
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sion,  and  Is  reputed  as  owner,  B.  enters  into  discourse  with  A.  for  the 
purchase  Of  it,  and   by  accident    B.  has   notice   and   knowledge  of  this 
fraudulent   conveyance  and  notwithstanding   concludes   with   A.   and 
takes  his  assurance  of  him  ;  in  this  case  15.  shall  avoid  the  said  fraudu- 
lent conveyance  by  the  said  Act,  notwithstanding  his  notice;  for  the 
Act  has  by  express  words  made  the  fraudulent  conveyance  void  as  to  a 
purchaser;  and  forasmuch  as  it  is  within  the  express  purview  of  the 
Act,  it  ought  to  be  so  taken  and  expounded  in  suppression  of  fraud. 
And  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Wkay,  it  was  unanimously 
agreed  and  resolved  by  the  whole  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Pasch.  3 
Jacobi  in  evidence  to  a  jury  in  an  Ejectione  Jirmce,  on  a  lease  made  by 
Standen  to  House,  plaintiff,  against  Bullock,  defendant,  that  where  one 
Bullock  had  made  a  fraudulent  estate  of  his  land  within  the  said  Act  of 
27  El.  to  A.  B.  and  C.  and  afterwards  notwithstanding  offered  to  sell  the 
said  land  to  Standen,  and  before  assurance  thereof  made  by  Bullock, 
Standen  had  notice  of  the  said  fraudulent  conveyance,  and  notwith- 
standing proceeded  and  took  his  assurance  of  Bullock  that  Standen 
should  avoid  (by  the  said  Act)  the  said  fraudulent  conveyance  ;  for  the 
notice  of  the  purchaser  cannot  make  that  good  which  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment made  void  as  to  him.     And  true  it  is,  quod  non  decipitur  qui 
scit  se  decipi.     But  in  that  case  the  purchaser  is  not  deceived  ;  for  the 
fraudulent  conveyance  whereof  he  has  notice  is  void  as  to  him  by  the 
said  Act.  and  therefore  shall  not  hurt  him,  nor  is  he,  as  to  that,  in  any 
manuer  deceived. 


COLVILE   v.   PARKER. 

King's  Bench.     1G07. 

[Reported  do.  Jac.  158.] 

Information  upon  the  Statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  of  fraudulent  convey- 
ances. Upon  evidence  to  the  jury,  Tanfield  cited  it  to  be  adjudged 
in  one  Woodie's  Case,  where  one  after  marriage  voluntarily  assigned  a 
lease  of  years  quasi  in  jointure  for  his  wife,  and  took  the  profits,  and 
afterwards  sold  it  to  one  who  had  not  any  notice  of  this  conveyance, 
that  it  was  within  the  Statute,  although  at  first  it  was  not  made  upon 
trust  to  be  revoked,  nor  any  clause  of  revocation  therein,  because  it 
was  a  voluntary  conveyance  at  first,  and  shall  be  intended  fraudulent 
at  the  beginning:  but  if  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  or  afterwards,  by 
reason  of  a  portion  given  by  his  wife's  friends  in  recompense  thereof, 
and  for  a  provision  for  the  maintenance  of  his  wife,  he  had  made  an 
assignment  of  such  a  lease  to  his  wife's  friends,  and  had  afterwards 
taken  the  profits  thereof  (as  in  reason  he  ought  during  his  life),  and 
i  then  had  sold  that  term,  yet  it  had  not  been  within  the  Statute.1 

i  Cf.  Doe  d.  Olleu  v.  Manning,  9  East.  59  (1807).         JSOjU^l^  '    ■'     *d1 

But  a  conveyance  to  Charity  is  held  not  to  be  withintfie  te*m8  of  the  stattte, 
Ramsay  v.  Gilchrist,  [1892]  A.  C.  412.  >J 

The  whole  doctrine  is  now  modified  in  England  by  50  &  57  Vict.  c.  21  (1893). 
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DOE  d.   NEWMAN   v.   RUSHAM. 

Queen's  Bench.     1852. 

[Reported  17  Q.  B.  723.] 

Ejectment.  On  the  trial,  before  Martin,  B.,  at  the  Wiltshire  Spring 
Assizes,  1851,  the  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Crowder,  in   the   ensuing   term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 

against  which,  in  Trinity  Term,  1851,  Montague  Smith  showed  cause  ; ' 

and  Crowder  and  Barstow  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule.     The 

facts  and  arguments  are  so  fully  stated  in  the  judgment  as  to  render 

any  more  detailed  report  unnecessary. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  facts  appear  to  be  as  follows. 

John  Newman,  being  seised  in  fee,  by  deed,  3d  July,  1833,  cove- 
nanted to  stand  seised  to  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  Sarah  Newman 
(his  daughter-in-law)  for  life,  remainder  to  George  Newman  (his  grand- 
son), the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  fee.  On  lGth  March,  1844,  John 
Newman  made  his  will,  and  devised  the  premises  to  Sarah  Newman 
for  life,  remainder  to  Thomas  Morse  in  fee. 

John  Newman  was  buried  on  19th  March,  1844.  On  the  5th  April, 
1847,  Sarah  Newman  and  Thomas  Morse  sold  and  conveyed  the 
premises  to  the  defendant  for  £100.  Sarah  Newman  died  on  2d  May, 
1849. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff;  and  a  rule  nisi  has  been 
obtained  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  deed  of  John  Newman  is  admitted  to  be  voluntary  :  and  the 
question  is,  Whether  the  defendant  is  such  a  purchaser,  within  Stat. 
27  Eliz.  c.  4,  as  to  be  entitled  to  treat  that  deed  as  fraudulent  and 
void. 

The  principle  on  which  voluntary  conveyances  have  been  held  uni- 
form^- to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  subsequent  purchasers 
appears  to  be,  that,  by  selling  the  property  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, the  seller  go  entirely  repudiates  the  former  voluntary  conveyance, 

and  -hows  his  intention  to  sell,  as  that  it  shall   he   taken  conclusively, 

against  him  and  the  person  to  whom  he  conveyed,  thai  such  intention 
existed  when  he  made  the  conveyance,  and  that  it  was  made  in  order 
to  defeat  the  purchaser.    Such  deeds  have  been  held  fraudulent  and 

void   BJ   against   such    purchasers    even    when    they  have   had    notice   of 

them;     Dot   •/■in.   Otley  v.  Manning )  9  Bast,  59.     Wliere  the  same 

person  executes  the   voluntary  conveyance  and  afterwards  sells  and 

i  2H/A  May.     Before  LOBD  Camtuell,  C.  J.,  PATTSSO*,  Culkkidqe,  and  Ejile, 

JJ.—  Hi  l. 
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conveys  the  property,  the  application  of  the  principle  is  obvious  and 
easy.  But  where  the  Beller  is  a  different  person  from  him  who  exe- 
cuted  the  voluntary  conveyance  it  is  quite  otherwise;  for  the  acts  of 
one  man  cannot  show  the  mind  and  intention  of  another. 

The  question,  Whether  the  statute1  of  Elizabeth  applies  to  a  pur- 
chaser from  the  heir  or  devisee  of  one  who  lias  made  a  voluntary  con- 
veyance, is  discussed  in  the  last  edition  of  Sugden  On  Vendors  and 
Purchasers,  p.  927,  et  seq.  (11th  ed.),  and  the  authorities  arc  there 
collected.  The  learned  author  concludes  by  observing  (p.  028)  :  "  Still 
the  rule  has  never  been  carried  to  this  extent,  that  a  father's  bona  fide 
conveyance  of  the  fee  or  of  any  partial  interest,  although  voluntary, 
can  be  set  aside  by  a  sale  by  the  devisee  or  heir  at  law  of  the  fathct. 
The  rule  properly  confined  to  transactions  really  fraudulent,  or  fraudu- 
lently kept  on  foot,  seems  to  be  open  to  no  solid  objection,  and  it  is  not 
likely  to  be  carried  further." 

BurreVs  <'<i*e,  G  Rep.  72  a,  is  supposed  to  have  decided  this  point 
in  favor  of  the  purchaser  from  a  person  different  from  him  who  made 
the  voluntary  conve3-ance.  The  facts  of  that  case,  however,  do  not 
warrant  any  such  conclusion.  There,  the  grandfather,  on  the  marriage 
of  the  father,  covenanted  to  demise  the  premises  in  question  to  the 
lather,  and  by  indenture  afterwards  did  demise  them  to  the  father  for 
1000  years.  The  father,  seven  years  afterwards,  assigned  the  lease  to 
his  son.  then  an  infant,  to  the  intent  that  it  should  not  be  merged  by 
>1(  -''lit  of  the  reversion,  and  with  a  colorable  intent  that  the  infant 
should  pay  debts  :  the  grandfather  died;  the  father  entered  and  took 
the  profits  ;  and  nothing  was  done  by  the  son  under  the  assignment  of 
the  lease.  Afterwards  the  father  sold  the  land  in  fee  to  a  purchaser 
for  a  large  sum  of  money  :  and  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  should 
avoid  the  lease  for  1000  years,  and  the  assignment.  Now  it  is  obvious 
that  it  was  quite  sufficient  to  avoid  the  assignment  of  the  lease  by  the 
father ;  for,  as  soon  as  that  assignment  was  out  of  the  wa}1,  the  lease 
for  1000  years  would  be  merged  in  the  inheritance,  and  so  there  was 
nothing  on  which  it  was  necessary  that  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth  should 
operate  but  the  voluntary  assignment  which  was  made  by  the  same 
person  who  afterwards  sold  and  conveyed  the  fee  to  a  purchaser. 

Certainly  the  report  states  the  first  resolution  in  the  case  to  be  that 
(6  Rep.  72  b)  "  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  who  sells  the  land  should 
make  the  former  fraudulent  estate,  or  encumbrance  ;  but,  be  the  estate, 
&c..  fraudulent  ut  supra,  whosoever  sells  (makes)  it,  the  purchaser  shall 
avoid  such  fraudulent  estate,  &c."  The  resolution  is  entitled  to  great 
respect :  but,  as  it  goes  beyond  what  is  required  by  the  facts  of  the  ease, 
we  do  not  consider  it  to  be  conclusive. 

And.  further,  the  second  resolution  in  BurreVs  Cose  is  quite  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  view  we  have  just  taken  ;  for  it  is  there  said:  "  It 
was  resolved,  that  although  the  father  had  nothing  in  the  inheritance 
of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  of  his  term,  but  the  whole 
estate  of  inheritance  was  then  in  the  grandfather;  yet  when  the  grand- 
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father  died,  and  the  father  sold  the  land,  his  vendee  shall  avoid  the 
said  term  by  the  said  Act  (the  said  assignment  on  the  evidence  being 
taken  to  be  fraudulent),  for  if  he  had  bargained  and  sold  the  said  term 
only,  the  bargainee  should  have  avoided  the  said  fraudulent  assign- 
ment, and  by  consequence  the  vendee  of  the  whole  fee  simple  shall 
avoid  it."  Now,  if  the  term  only  had  been  sold,  it  would  plainly  have 
been  sold  by  the  same  person  who  made  the  fraudulent  assignment. 

In  the  case  of  Richards  v.  Zeicis  and  Doe  dem.  Richards  v.  Zeicis 
(reported  in  the  loth  volume  of  the  Jurist,  p.  512,  and  in  20  Law 
J.  N.  S.,  Com.  P.  177)  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  commented  upon 
BurreVs  Case,  6  Rep.  72  a.  The  first  action  was  detinue  for  title 
deeds ;  the  second  for  the  land  itself.  The  facts  were  as  follows. 
Mrs.  Joseph,  having  a  lease  for  years,  in  May,  1829,  by  a  voluntary 
conveyance  in  contemplation  of  marriage  with  Mr.  Saunders,  but  with 
out  his  knowledge,  conveyed  to  trustees  for  herself  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  her  son  Rhys  Morgan  by  a  former  marriage,  and,  if  he 
should  die  without  leaving  issue,  to  Llewellyn  Jenkins  absolutely.  She 
afterwards  married  Mr.  Saunders  ;  and,  in  1837,  she  and  her  husband 
conveyed  to  Howard  as  trustee  for  themselves  and  the  survivor  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  Rhys  Morgan  absolutely.  Rhys  Morgan  died,  with- 
out issue,  in  1841,  having  disposed  of  the  remainder,  which  he  consid- 
ered he  had  absolutely  under  the  deed  of  1«37,  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  before  the  action  took  an  assignment  from  Howard  the 
trustee  of  the  legal  interest.  In  December,  1840,  Mrs.  Saunders,  hav- 
ing survived  her  husband,  by  deed  of  assignment  mortgaged  the  term 
to  the  defendant,  concealing  from  him  the  previous  settlements.  In 
1842  she  died,  having  bequeathed  the  term  to  Llewellyn  Jenkins,  who, 
in  1843,  conveyed  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  all  his  interest  in  the 
term,  to  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  bad  a  verdict  in  each  case.  In 
the  action  of  ejectment  the  court  held  that  the  deed  of  1829  was  good  ; 
and  that  Mrs.  Saunders,  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  had  only  a  life 
estate  ;  that  her  husband  could  not  be  considered  as  a  purchaser  within 
the  Statute  of  Elizabeth  ;  and  that,  on  Mrs.  Saunders's  death,  the  con- 
veyance by  her  and  her  husband  in  1837  and  her  mortgage  in  1840 
were  at  an  end  ;  and  the  defendant  by  the  conveyance  from  Llewellyn 
Jenkins  had  established  his  title:  therefore  a  nonsuit  was  directed. 
This  decision  does  not  touch  the  resolution  in  BurrePa  Cose.  In  the 
action  of  detinue  a  new  trial  was  directed  on  the  ground  of  surprise  as 
(O  the  question  Of  BUfficient  search  having  been  made  for  the  (h'rd  of 
1829.      In  that  case  it  was   urged    by  Counsel  for  the  defendant  that. 

the  ,i i  of  1829  was  not  proved,  the  defendant  was  entitled;  for  that 

the  deed  of  1887   was   voluntary  only,  ami   was  done  away  with  by  the 

subsequent  mortgage  in   1840;   and  for  this  lUirr<r.-<  Com  was  relied 
on.    The  court  consider  d  that,  by  the  deed  of  1887,  the  husband  bad 

divested  all  the  wile's  interest;    and    the   case  did  not  therefore  turn  on 

BurreTs  Com  :  bul  in  the  course  of  the  argumenl  Mr.  Justice  Williams 

said  :   "  Suppose  a  devise  by  the  person  making  the  voluntary  convey- 
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ance,  could  his  devisee,  or  his  heir,  revoke  it  by  a  sale?  Where  there 
is  do  actual  fraud,  must  not  the  revoking  conveyance  be  made  by  the 

same  person  who  made  the  voluntary  conveyance?  "  1  The  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Jervis  also,  in  giving  judgment,  said:1  "  Barrel's  Case  is  mis- 
understood." "  It  does  not  appear  that  the  courts  at  that  time  held 
mere  voluntariness  a  badge  of  fraud  ;  the}-  do  not  say  that  every  volun- 
tary deed  is  fraudulent.  Lord  Coke  says,  '  I  acquainted  Popham,  C.  J., 
with  this  resolution,  and  he  allowed  well  of  it,  and  said  it  was  well 
done  to  construe  the  said  Act  in  suppression  of  fraud  ;  and  (as  he  told 
me)  it  was  adjudged  before  him  and  his  companions,  Justices  of  the 
King's  Bench,  that  where  a  man  in  a  secret  manner  made  an  estate  to 
the  use  of  his  wife  for  her  jointure,  by  fraud  and  covin,  to  defeat  a 
purchaser,  to  whom  he  intended  to  sell  the  land,  that  in  such  case,  if 
tht  fraud  l><  proved  in  evidence,  or  confessed  in  pleading,  the  pur- 
chaser should  avoid  such  estate/  It  is  clear  from  this  that  cases  of 
actual  fraud  alone  were  in  their  consideration.  It  is  plain  the  deed 
was  proved  to  be  fraudulent  in  fact  there,  and  not  that  the  subsequent 
execution  of  a  deed  for  a  valuable  consideration  was  deemed  to  stamp 
a  prior  voluntary  deed  with  fraud.  There  was  fraud  in  fact  there,  and 
not  merely  fraud  in  law."  Mr.  Justice  Williams  also,  in  giving  judg- 
ment, said  (15  Jurist,  515)  :  "As  to  the  mortgage,  BurreVs  Case,  if 
good  law,  shows,  that  where  there  is  actual  fraud  in  a  conveyance,  a 
subsequent  purchase  from  one  not  guilty  of  the  fraud  is  protected  ;  but 
that  case  has  no  application  where  the  fraud  is  only  constructive.  I 
agree  with  the  opinion  of  Wigram,  V.  C.  ;  the  consequence  of  holding 
otherwise  would  be,  that  if  a  father,  wishing  to  disinherit  an  undeserv- 
ing heir  at  law,  made  in  his  lifetime  a  conveyance  by  way  of  gift  to  his 
younger  children,  the  heir  upon  his  death  might  nevertheless  nullify 
this  deed  by  a  sale,  and  pocket  the  purchase-money." 

The  opinion  alluded  to  of  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  is  to  be  found  in 
Parker  v.  Carter,  4  Hare,  400 ;  but  it  does  not  appear  by  the  report 
on  what  ground  the  learned  Vice-Chancellor  proceeded.  There,  a  sale 
had  been  made  by  a  surviving  wife  of  her  own  lands  after  a  voluntary 
deed  and  fine  by  husband  and  wife  ;  and  it  was  contended  that  the 
Statute  of  Elizabeth  applied,  and  Barrel's  Case  was  relied  on.  Two 
answers  were  made :  1st.  That  the  deed  and  fine  were  not  voluntary, 
for  that  the  joining  by  husband  and  wife  was  a  good  consideration  for 
the  act  of  each.  2d.  That  the  sale  was  not  by  the  same  party.  The 
Vice-Chancellor  merely  said  that  the  objection  was  answered,  but  did 
not  say  on  which  ground. 

No  other  case  is  reported,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  find,  in 
which  this  point  has  been  determined  one  way  or  the  other,  except  that 
of  Jones,  Lessee  of  Moffett,  v.  Whit  inker,  Longfield  &  Townsend's 
Irish  Exchequer  Reports,  141.  There  William  Smith,  by  a  voluntary 
deed,  in  1820,  conveyed  after  his  death  to  Barton  Smith  in  fee;  then, 

1  16  Jurist,  513,  514.  The  report  of  the  judgment  in  11  Com.  B.  1035,  corresponds 
in  effect  with  that  in  the  Jurist,  but  does  not  contain  the  same  language.  —  Rep. 
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by  another  voluntary  deed,  in  1828,  he  conveyed  after  his  death  to 
Richard  Smith  in  fee  ;  then,  by  a  third  deed,  in  1830,  he  conveyed  to  the 
defendant,  professedly  for  £500,  expressed  to  be  paid  in  money  and 
£300  in  bonds.  Richard  Smith  became  bankrupt  in  1837  ;  and,  in  1839, 
his  assignees  sold  to  the  plaintiff  for  valuable  consideration.  William 
Smith  died  in  1840  ;  and,  the  defendant  having  got  into  possession,  the 
plaintiff  brought  his  ejectment.  The  jury  found  that  no  money  was 
paid,  or  bonds  given  by  the  defendant,  and  the  deed  to  him,  in  1830, 
was  really  fraudulent,  and  made  colorably,  to  defeat  the  deed  to  Rich- 
ard Smith,  in  1828.  But  the  defendant  contended  that,  though  he  had 
no  title  himself,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  none,  for  he  claimed  un- 
der a  voluntary  conveyance  to  Richard  Smith,  in  1828,  which  could  not 
defeat  the  voluntary  conveyance  to  Barton  Smith  in  1820.  The  case 
was  tried  before  Richards,  B. ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict ;  and,  on 
motion  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  the  court 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  saying  that  it  was  held 
in  BurreVs  Case,  and  ever  since,  that  a  purchaser  for  value  should 
avoid  a  prior  voluntary  conveyance,  although  made  by  a  different  per- 
son from  the  seller  to  him.  The  Chief  Baron  Brady  is  reported  to  have 
stated  that  the  defendant  was  grantee  of  a  prior  deed,  executed  for 
a  voluntary  consideration,  which  is  a  mistake  of  fact,  though  it  is  not 
material  to  the  legal  point.  Baron  Richards  puts  it  thus:  "The  de- 
fendant relies  upon  an  instrument  founded  on  fraud ;  not  only  as  under 
the  Statute  but  as  being  actually  fraudulent.  1  certainly  was  myself  of 
opinion  that  this  instrument  was  obtained  in  the  year  1830,  from  a 
weak  old  man,  and  by  gross  contrivances  for  a  very  unworthy  purpose  ; 
and  so  far  as  the  application  to  set  aside  this  verdict  goes,  I  think  it 
should  be  refused."  This  observation  shows  only  the  weakness  of  the 
defendant's  own  title  ;  but  it  docs  not  touch  the  question  as  to  the 
infirmity  of  the  plaintiffs  title,  on  which  the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
insist.  If  there  had  been  no  prior  deed  of  1820  to  Barton  Smith,  and 
the  deed  to  Richard  Smith,  though  voluntary,  had  been  the  first  in 
order  of  time,  no  doubt  it  would  have  prevailed  against  the  defendant's 
deed  of  1830,  because  that  deed  was  fraudulent  in  fact ;  and  it  would 
also  have  prevailed  against  any,  even  bona  fide,  sale  and  conveyance 
made  after  1839,  when  Richard  Smith's  assignees  sold  for  value,  be- 
canse  it  has  been  constantly  held  that  if  the  person  to  whom  a  volun- 
tary conveyance  is  made  sells  and  conveys  for  value,  that  which  was  in 
its  creation  a  voluntary  conveyance,  and  voidable  by  a  purchaser, 
becomes  good  and  unavoidable  by  matter  ex  post  facto,  and  will  be 
considered  as  made  upon  valuable  consideration  ;  Prodgers  v.  Lang- 
/mm,  l  Sid.  L88,  and  other  cases,  cited  in  Sugd.  Vendors  ami  Pur- 
chasers, p.  937  (llth  ed.)«     This,  however,  is   not    by  the  operation  of 

the  Statute  of  Elizabeth,  but  rather  by  excluding  that  operation. 

The  case  of./"-   •  L\        of MoffeUi  v.  WhiUakerSa  doubtless  an 
authority  for  the  defendant  in  this  ease:  but,  with  the  most  sincere 

respect  fOI  the  learned  judges  by  whom  it  was  decided,  we  cannot  eon- 
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aider  it  as  good  law.  It  would  m>  the  length  of  holding  that,  if  there 
be  ten  voluntary  conveyances,  by  the  same  man,  to  ten  different  indi- 
viduals,  whichever  of  them  could  first  contrive  to  sell  the  property 
should  prevail  against  the  others.  When  a  man  who  has  made  a  volun- 
tary conveyance  afterwards  sells  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  it  ma}'  well 
be  considered  that,  as  the  Statute  avoids  the  voluntary  conveyance, 
the  seller  always  hail  the  estate  in  him,  and  has,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  that  which  he  can  convey  to  the  purchaser:  but  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  he  has  any  estate  in  him  which  he  can  convey  to  any  one  but 
a  purchaser  for  value.  He  clearly  has  not  any  such  estate.  Therefore 
in  the  case  of  Jones,  Lessee  of  Mojfett,  v.  Wliittaker,  William  Smith 
had  not  any  estate  in  1828  which  he  could  convey  to  Richard  Smith 
(Richard  not  being  a  purchaser  for  value)  ;  for  he  had  already  conveyed 
away  the  estate  to  Barton  Smith.  So,  in  the  present  case,  John  New- 
man, when  he  made  his  will  in  18-i-i,  had  no  estate  which  he  could 
devise  to  Thomas  Morse  ;  for  he  had  already  conveyed  it  to  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff;  and,  if  Thomas  Morse  took  nothing  under  the  will, 
how  is  it  possible  that  by  selling  to  the  defendant  he  could  convey  any- 
thing to  him?  We  presume  it  is  not  supposed  that  a  second  grantee 
without  consideration,  or  a  devisee,  the  testator  having  before  his  will 
conveyed  away  his  interest  without  consideration,  has  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment in  favor  of  a  purchaser  for  value,  although  no  legal  interest 
in  the  property  has  ever  vested  in  him. 

When  we  consider  the  consequences  which  would  follow  from  the 
doctrine  contended  for  as  regards  a  purchaser  from  an  heir,  we  may 
well  pause  before  we  assent  to  it.  We  may  put  such  a  case  as  the  fol- 
lowing: A.,  tenant  for  life  of  large  estates  under  his  marriage  settle- 
ment, with  remainder  to  his  first  son  in  tail,  has  also  unsettled  estates 
in  fee.  He  has  several  sons  and  daughters.  He  makes  a  voluntary 
conveyance  of  his  unsettled  estates  to  himself  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
younger  children.  A.  dies.  His  eldest  son  succeeds  to  the  large 
settled  estates  under  the  marriage  settlement  of  his  father.  It  is  plain 
that  he  takes  nothing  in  the  others,  either  as  heir  or  otherwise.  But 
he  makes  a  sale  of  those  others  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  Accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  contended  for,  the  purchaser  shall  avoid  the  father's 
voluntary  deed,  and  take  away  from  the  younger  children  the  estates 
in  which  their  father  had  the  fee  and  had  conveyed  it  to  them.  The 
eldest  -on  shall  put  the  purchase  mone}'  into  his  pocket,  and  his 
brothers  and  sisters  shall  be  beggars.  This  is  a  monstrous  conse- 
quence ;  and  yet  there  is  no  escaping  from  it,  if  the  doctrine  contended 
for  be  law. 

There  is  indeed  this  difference  between  the  case  of  a  purchaser  from 
an  heir  and  that  of  a  purchaser  from  a  devisee,  that,  in  the  former 
case,  the  ancestor  has  done  no  act  whereby  he  has  shown  any  intention 
to  repudiate  his  voluntary  conveyance,  whereas  in  the  latter  the  testator 
has  done  such  an  act  by  the  devise  in  his  will. 

But  that  act  of  devising  does  not  show  anv  intention  in  his  mind  to 
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sell  the  property,  nor  that  his  devisee  shall  sell  it.  It  does  not  show 
that  he  at  any  time  contemplated  a  sale  ;  and  therefore  it  cannot,  by 
reference  to  the  time  of  the  voluntary  conveyance  being  made,  raise 
the  inference  that  he  intended  to  defraud  purchasers.  In  truth  neither 
heir  nor  devisee  in  such  a  case  has  any  estate  in  him,  and  therefore 
cannot  possibly  pass  any  to  a  purchaser. 

The  case  of  Warbw-ton  v.  Loveland,  2  Dow  &  Clark,  4S0,  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  was  much  relied  on  in  the  decision  of  Jones,  Lessee  of 
Moffett,  v.  Whittaker.  That  case,  however,  turned  on  the  Registry 
Acts,  and  on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the  express  enactments 
contained  in  them.  It  was  held  that  want  of  registry  made  all  deeds 
affected  by  it  void  as  against  purchasers,  not  only  from  the  persons 
making  those  deeds,  but  from  those  who  were  entitled  to  the  estates 
supposing  those  deeds  not  to  have  been  made.  Upon  reading  the 
opinion  of  the  judges  delivered  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  that  case,  it  will  be 
found  to  turn  entirely  upon  the  particular  Acts  of  Parliament  under 
discussion,  and  not  to  be  any  authority  for  the  doctrine  now  contended 
for  under  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  a  purchaser  from 
the  devisee  of  one  who  has  made  a  voluntary  conveyance  in  his  lifetime 
is  not  within  the  Statute,  and  that  this  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  must  be  discharged. 

We  have  deferred  giving  judgment  in  this  case  for  several  terms, 
from  our  respect  for  the  decision  of  the  Irish  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Jones,  Lessee  of  Mojfelt,  v.  Whittaker,  and  from  a  desire,  after  an  at- 
tentive examination  of  all  the  authorities  upon  the  subject,  to  state 
fully  the  grounds  on  which  we  feel  ourselves  bound  to  differ  from  that 
decision.  Having  heard  of  a  misconception  which  arose  on  a  former 
occasion  when  I  objected  to  the  citation  of  a  decision  of  an  Irish  court 
on  a  mere  point  of  practice,  I  beg  now  to  state  that,  in  my  opinion,  the 
defendant's  counsel  were  fully  justified  in  citing  this  decision  of  an 
I ii-.li  court  on  the  construction  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  which  is  com- 
mon to  both  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom.  Our  procedure  and  theirs 
are  regulated  by  different  Statutes,  different  rules  and  different  usages; 
and  on  mere  questions  of  procedure  no  assistance  can  be  derived  in 
one  island  from  the  decisions  of  the  courts  in  the  other.  But  in  con- 
sidering questions  arising  on  statutes,  or  on  the  great  principles  of 
jurisprudence,  which  we  have  to  interpret  in  common,  I  will  take  upon 
myself  to  say  that  we  shall  always  be  pleased  to  bare  assistance  from 
the  decisions  of  our  learned  brethren  in  Ireland,  and  thai  we  shall  treat 
with  the  same  deference  :i  judgment  pronounced  in  any  of  the  four 
courts  in  Dublin  :i^  if  it  bad  been  pronounced  in  Westminster  Hall. 

llul,  discharged.1 

l  So  Lewis  v.  Iiecs,  3  K.  &  J.  132  (1856). 
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BEAL   r.   WARREN. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1854. 

[Reported  2  Gray,  447.] 

A<  HON  of  tout  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiffs  elose,  and 
cutting  and  carrying  away  ten  cords  of  wood.  Answer,  title  in  Azel 
II.  Warren,  one  of  the  defendants. 

At  ilif  trial  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  before  Soar,  J.,  the  plain- 
tiff gave  in  evidence  a  deed  from  Simeon  Warren,  dated  May  21st  1851, 
and  recorded  the  next  day,  purporting  to  be  made  in  consideration  of 
$500  paid  to  the  grantor,  and  to  convey  the  premises  to  Ruth  F.  Quind- 
ley (then  and  still  a  married  woman),  "to  have  and  to  hold  the  same 
to  her,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  forever,  and  to  her  and  their  own  use 
and  behoof  forever,  and  to  be  held  by  her,  without  the  intervention  of 
a  trustee,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  free  from  the  interference  or 
control  of  her  husband,  agreeably  to  the  Statute  in  such  cases  pro- 
vided." It  was  admitted  that  the  defendants  could  prove,  if  compe- 
tent, that  no  consideration  was  actually  paid  for  this  deed. 

The  plaintiff  also  proved  that  Mrs.  Quindley  occupied  the  premises 
from  the  time  of  receiving  this  deed  until  the  11th  of  November  1851, 
when  she  made  a  deed  thereof  (in  which  her  husband  did  not  join)  to 
the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  $500  actually  paid  to  her,  and  this 
deed  was  duly  recorded,  and  the  plaintiff  took  immediate  possession 
of  the  premises.  The  defendants  offered  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff 
knew,  at  the  time  of  purchasing  the  premises  and  taking  this  deed, 
that  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Quindley  was  without  consideration;  but 
the  judge  ruled  that  such  evidence  would  be  immaterial. 

The  defendants  gave  in  evidence  a  deed  of  the  premises  from  Simeon 
Warren  to  Azel  II.  Warren,  his  son  and  co-defendant,  dated  February 
4th  1852,  and  recorded  the  next  day;  and  proved  that  the  considera- 
tion thereof  was  $800,  actually  paid.  The  wood  was  cut  by  the  de- 
fendants in  the  ensuing  March. 

The  judge  "instructed  the  jury  that  the  deed  from  Simeon  Warren 
to  Mrs.  Quindley,  the  grantor  not  being  shown  to  be  indebted  at  the 
time,  gave  a  good  title  to  the  grantee,  against  subsequent  purchasers 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  unless  intended  to  defraud  creditors,  and 
impeached  on  that  ground." 

The  defendants  excepted. 

J.  J.  Clarke,  for  the  defendants. 

N.  C.  Berry,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Thomas,  J.  1.  The  deed  from  Simeon  Warren  to  Mrs.  Quindley 
was  a  voluntary  deed  of  gift,  the  grantor  not  being  indebted  at  the 
time  of  the  grant,  and  no  actual  intent  to  defraud  future  creditors  being 
charged  or  shown.     The  estate  was  subsequently  conveyed  to  one  of  the 
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defendants,  Azel  II.  Warren,  by  Simeon  Warren,  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration. No  question  is  made  whether  the  second  grantee  had  actual 
notice  of  the  first  conveyance,  though  from  the  relation  of  the  parties, 
and  from  the  fact  that  there  was  no  attempt  to  show  actual  fraud,  such 
notice  ma}-  reasonably  be  inferred.  Nor  would  this  be,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  material ;  for  the  registration  of  the  conveyance  would  be 
constructive  notice,  and  sufficient  notice,  to  all  subsequent  purchasers. 
The  question  is  then,  for  the  first  time,  to  be  directly  determined  in  this 
commonwealth,  whether  a  voluntary  conveyance,  made  in  good  faith, 
and  not  affecting  creditors,  is  good  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration. 

In  the  precise  form  in  which  the  proposition  is  stated  by  the  learned 
judge  of  the  Common  Pleas  there  might  be  some  difficult}'.  He  "  in- 
structed the  jury  that  the  deed  from  Simeon  Warren  to  Mrs.  Quindley, 
the  grantor  not  being  indebted  at  the  time,  gave  a  good  title  to  the 
grantee,  against  subsequent  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
unless  intended  to  defraud  creditors,  and  impeached  on  that  ground." 
Of  course,  the  learned  judge  did  not  intend  to  say  that  it  might  not  be 
impeached  by  showing  that  it  was  made  with  the  intent  and  purpose  of 
defrauding  the  subsequent  purchaser ;  for  this  is  the  specific  evil  against 
which  it  was  the  object  of  the  Statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  §  2,  as  distin- 
guished from  the  St.  13  Eliz.  c.  5,  §  2,  to  guard.  For  example,  A. 
makes  a  voluntary  gift  to  his  son  B.  with  a  fraudulent  purpose  to  de- 
ceive C,  to  whom  he  proceeds  at  once  to  sell  and  convey  the  same 
estate,  for  a  valuable  consideration.  The  first  conveyance  would  be 
void,  as  against  the  second,  though  the  grantor  was  not  indebted,  and 
had  no  intent  to  defraud  creditors.  Indeed,  it  has  been  held  by  some 
of  the  courts  that  under  St.  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  the  intent  to  defraud  cred- 
itors only  would  not  make  void  a  voluntary  gift  as  against  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  ;  but  that  the  gift  must  be 
made  with  the  specific  intent  of  defrauding  subsequent  purchasers. 
Foster  v.  11'"//-//,  5  Watts,  378.  Uovglas  v.  J>unl<ij,.  10  Ohio,  102. 
S<in<i< /•  v.  Eastwood^  l'J  Wend.  ">1  1.  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Patton, 
1  Rob.  (Virg.)  499.  It  is,  however,  otherwise  settled  in  this  State. 
Richer  v.  Ham,  11  Mass.  137.      <'l<ijij>  v.  Lc<itherbee,  18  Pick.  131. 

But  no  evidence  was  offered,  at  the  trial,  of  a  design  or  purpose  in 
Simeon  Warren,  by  the  first  deed,  to  deceive  or  defraud  his  son,  the 
Subsequent  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration;  and  no  question  or 
suggestion  of  Objection  to  the  ruling,  on  this  ground,  was  made  at  the 
argument.  We  are  to  take  the  instruction  therefore,  not  as  an  abstract 
proposition,  but  as  a  practical  rule  applied  to  the  facts  ami  posture  of 
thr  case. 

The  question  arises  upon  the  construction  of  the  St.  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4, 
tj  2,  wiiiHi  provides  "that  all  and  every  conveyance,  grant,  charge, 
Ac.  in  or  out  of,  any  lands,  &c.  bad  or  made  al  any  time  heretofore 
since  the  beginning  <>i'  the  Queen's  Majesty's  reign  that  now  Is,  or  at 
any  time  hereafb  r  to  be  bad  or  made,  lor  the  intent  and  of  purpose  to 
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defraud  and  deceive  Buch  person  or  persons,  &c.  as  have  purchased  or 
shall  afterwards  purchase  in  fee  simple,  &c.  the  same  lauds,  &c.  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken,  only  as  against  that  person  and  persons,  iVc.  and 
their  heirs,  &c.  and  against  all  and  every  person  lawfully  having  or 
claiming  by,  from  or  under  them,  which  have  purchased  or  shall  here- 
after so  purchase  for  money  or  other  good  consideration,  the  same 
lands.  &C.  to  be  utterly  void,  frustrate,  and  of  none  effect;  any  pre- 
tence, color,  feigned  consideration,  or  expressing  of  any  use  or  uses  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding."  This  Statute  is  said  to  be  in  affirm- 
ance of  the  common  law.  Cadogan  v.  Kennell,  Cowp.  434.  Hamil- 
ton v.  RusseU,  1  Cranch,  316.  4  Kent  Com.  (Gth  ed.)  4G3.  No  ques- 
tion is  made  but  that  the  Statute  is  in  force  and  has  been  practised 
upon  here.  In  the  adoption  of  an  English  Statute,  the  received  con- 
struction of  that  Statute  to  the  time  of  our  separation  from  the  mother 
country  is  adopted  with,  and  forms,  indeed,  an  iutegral  part  of  it. 
Cat  heart  v.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  280. 

But,  at  the  time  of  our  separation  from  England,  there  was  no  settled 
construction  of  this  Statute.  Certainly  what  may  now  be  deemed  the 
settled  construction  of  the  English  courts  was  not  then  established. 
As  late  as  1777,  Lord  Mansfield  said :  "There  is  no  part  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  which  affects  voluntary  settlements  co  nomine,  unless  they 
are  fraudulent."  Doe  v.  Routledge,  Cowp.  708.  In  earlier  cases  we 
find  the  same  view  of  the  Statute  expressed,  b}'  Lord  Hale  in  Sir 
Ralph  Dory's  Case,  Vent.  193  ;  by  Lord  C.  J.  Wilmot  in  Roe  v.  Mit- 
ton,  2  Wils.  356  ;  and  by  Lord  Ilardwicke  in  the  case  of  Newstead  v. 
Searle,  cited  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Doe  v.  Routledge,  Cowp.  708,  709. 
We  may  refer,  also,  to  Jenkins  v.  Keymis,  1  Lev.  150;  Lavender  v. 
Rlakstone,  2  Lev.  146 ;  Garth  v.  Mois,  1  Keb.  486  ;  Jones  v.  Marsh, 
Cas.  temp.  Talb.  64;  White  v.  Sansom,  3  Atk.  412.  The  construc- 
tion now  adopted  in  England  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  settled  before 
the  year  1807,  in  the  leading  case  of  Doe  v.  Manning,  9  East,  59. 
The  rule,  as  now  settled,  is  that  voluntary  conveyances  are  in  all  cases 
void  as  against  subsequent  bona  fide  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration. Doe  v.  Manning,  9  East,  59.  4  Cruise  Dig.  tit.  32,  c.  28, 
§  21.     Doe  v.  Rusham,  17  Ad.  &  El.  N.  R.  723. 

As  authority,  the  English  construction  does  not  conclude  us.  Still 
less  does  the  reasoning  upon  which  it  is  based.  The  ground  is  that  the 
subsequent  conveyance  for  a  valuable  consideration  of  itself  proves  the 
fraudulent  intent  in  making  the  voluntaiy  conveyance,  or,  in  other 
words,  that  from  the  second  conveyance  the  law  conclusively  presumes 
fraud  in  the  first.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  St.  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  has 
said  nothing  in  relation  to  voluntary  conveyances.  It  seeks  to  frustrate 
and  render  void  conveyances,  not  because  they  are  voluntary,  but  be- 
cause made  with  the  intent  and  purpose  to  deceive  and  defraud  such 
person  or  persons  as  shall  purchase  the  land  for  money  or  other  good 
consideration.  They  are  void,  not  because  they  are  voluntar}-,  but  be- 
cause they  are  fraudulent.     This  is  made  clear  by  a  consideration  we 
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have  not  found  adverted  to  in  the  cases  —  that  the  Statute  applies  in 
terms  to  conveyances  made  before  its  passage  from  the  commencement 
of  the  reign.  The  language  of  the  preamble  is  also  explicit  on  this 
point.  The  evil  was  that  ki  not  only  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Ma- 
jesty, but  also  divers  of  her  Highness's  good  and  loving  subjects,  may 
have,  incur  and  receive  great  loss  and  prejudice,  by  reason  of  fraudu- 
lent and  covinous  conveyances,"  &c.  "  meant  and  intended  by  the 
parties  that  so  make  the  same,  to  be  fraudulent  and  covinous,  of  pur- 
pose and  intent  to  deceive  such  as  have  purchased  or  shall  purchase 
the  same."  "  For  the  remedy  of  which  inconveniences,  and  for  the 
avoiding  of  such  fraudulent,  feigned  and  covinous  conveyances,  &c. 
and  for  the  maintenance  of  upright  and  just  dealing  in  the  purchasing 
of  lands,  &c.  be  it  enacted,"  &c.  The  purpose  and  intent  of  the  Act 
are  also  quite  apparent  from  the  third  section,  which  subjects  any  one, 
attempting  to  defend  them,  to  forfeiture  and  imprisonment;  a  provision 
that  could  not  be  intended  to  apply  to  voluntary  gifts  made  in  good 
faith,  by  one  unembarrassed  in  his  affairs,  from  a  sense  of  duty  or 
affection. 

The  effect  of  the  construction  given  to  the  Statute  under  the  English 
rule  is  this:  If  a  man  makes  a  voluntary  conveyance  from  love,  affec- 
tion or  sense  of  moral  duty,  and  afterwards  conveys  the  same  estate  to 
a  third  person  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  mere  making  of  the 
second  deed  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intent  in 
making  the  first,  no  matter  what  the  interval  of  time  by  which  they  are 
separated.  The  more  natural  conclusion  would  seem  to  be  that  the 
intent  lies  near  the  act,  and  that  the  purpose  of  the  second  conveyance 
was  to  deprive  the  grantee  of  the  rights  acquired  under  the  first;  and, 
where  the  second  grantee  had  knowledge  of  the  first  conveyance,  that 
he  colluded  with  the  grantor  in  effecting  that  purpose. 

There  are  several  objections  to  this  construction,  equally  fatal.  The 
first  is,  that  it  conclusively  determines,  as  a  question  of  law.  what  is  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.  A  man  has  a  right  to  give  away  his 
te.  Such  gift  is  good  as  against  him  ami  his  heirs  or  devisees.  It 
i^  void  only  as  against  creditors,  or  under  that  Statute  as  against  suh- 
seqoent  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration.  It  is  void  against 
them,  only  when  it  was  made  with  intent  and  purpose  to  deceive  and 
defraud  them.  Whether  such  intent  and  purpose  existed  would  seem 
to  l.e  ;i  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  ;  hut  if  it  he  a  question  of  law, 
that  is.  if  it  he  the  Ie<j-:d  i  q  ference  fro  in  tiie  facts  proved,  the  inference 
■  innot  lie  made  till  the  (acts  are  found. 

But  this  construction  makes  its  inference  or  presumption  of  fraud 
from  the  mm'  fad  of  ;t  Bubsequenl  conveyance  tor  valuable  considera- 
tion; so  that,  in  effect,  all  voluntary  gifts  are  made  void  as  against 
Bubsequenl  purchasers,  however  reasonable  and  just  may  have  hem  the 
purposes  of  the  first  conveyance,  or  however  unreasonable  and  unjust 
the  purposes  of  the  second.  It  shuts  the  door  to  the  Inquiry  whether, 
in  fact,  the  conveyance,  grant  or  charge,  Bought  to  be  avoided,  was 
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made  with  the  intent  and  purpose  to  deceive  and  defraud,  for  which 
reason  alone  the  Statute  seeks  t<>  avoid  them. 

Again  ;  it  not  only  makes  the  inference  or  presumption  of  fraud  from 
thesimple  act  of  subseqnenl  sale;  but  it  makes  that  presumption  retro- 
spective, and  conclusive  of  the  character  of  a  previous  act,  however 
long  the  interval  of  time  between  the  two.  or  however  changed  the 
condition,  relations  and  motives  of  the  actors.  It  says,  because  the 
grantor  has  now  sold  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  intent  and  pur- 
pose to  sell  for  a  valuable  consideration  must  have  existed  in  his  mind 
some  fifteen  or  twenty  years  ago,  it  maybe,  when  he  made  the  voluntary 
gift.  The  Statute  draws  no  such  conclusion.  The  common  law,  in 
whose  light  it  is  to  be  construed,  draws  no  such  conclusion.  Such  con- 
clusion is  not  based  upon  any  law  of  the  human  mind,  or  any  experi- 
ence of  the  modes  of  its  operation.  The  most  that  can  justly  be  said 
is,  that  the  second  conveyance  has  created  a  part}-  capable  of  avoiding 
the  first,  if  it  was  fraudulent ;  and  that  by  reflection  it  has  some  tend- 
ency to  show  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  first,  greater  or  less  as  the 
transactions  are  near  or  distant  in  point  of  time,  or  are  connected  in 
fact  by  the  other  evidence  in  the  case. 

Another  objection  to  this  view  of  the  Statute  is  that  it  leaves  uncer- 
tain the  tenure  of  property.  The  owner  of  real  estate  has  the  legal 
right  to  make  a  voluntary  gift  of  it ;  and  if  the  gift  be  made  in  good 
faith,  it  will  conclude  him  and  his  heirs,  and  ought  to  conclude  all  other 
persons.  The  question  whether  it  was  made  in  good  faith,  depends 
upon  the  situation  of  his  affairs  when  it  was  made,  and  the  motives 
and  purposes  which  led  to  the  act.  The  grantor  is  wealth}',  owes  no 
man,  gives  to  a  child  whose  infirmity  requires  his  aid  a  reasonable  al- 
lowance out  of  his  estate  ;  he  conveys  to  him  a  dwelling-house  or  farm  ; 
the  inducement  to  the  act  was  a  sense  of  duty,  with  no  ulterior  pur- 
pose ;  the  deed  is  duly  registered  ;  the  part}'  enters  into  open  posses- 
sion. Such  a  gift  would  seem  to  be  as  remote  as  possible  from  fraud ; 
but,  under  this  rule  of  construction,  the  question  whether  valid  or  not 
is  made  to  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  the  grantor  shall  at  any  time 
thereafter  convey  such  estate  for  a  valuable  consideration.  If  so, 
the  rule  presumes  conclusively  that  the  gift  to  the  child  was  fraudulent; 
and  it  is  avoided  by  the  subsequent  grantee,  even  if  he  had  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  first  conveyance.  Because,  says  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Doe 
v.  James,  16  East,  212,  "it  amounts  only  to  notice  of  a  settlement 
which  was  void  against  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration ; "  that  is,  it  is  a  conveyance  that  was  fraudulent.  Surely,  such 
a  construction  makes  the  Statute  an  instrument  of  fraud,  rather  than  a 
means  of  prevention. 

In  a  recent  case  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  Lord  Campbell  thus  states 
the  doctrine:  "The  principle  on  which  voluntary  conve}'ances  have 
been  held  uniformly  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  subsequent 
purchasers  appears  to  be,  that,  by  selling  the  property  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  the  seller  so  entirely  repudiates  the  former  voluntary 
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conveyance,  as  that  it  shall  be  taken  conclusively,  against  him  and  the 
person  to  whom  he  conveyed,  that  such  intention  existed  when  he  made 
the  conveyance,  and  that  it  was  made  in  order  to  defeat  the  purchaser." 
Doe  v.  Rusham,  17  Ad.  &  El.  N.  R.  724,  725.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  Doe  v.  Manning,  seems  to  have  decided 
upon  the  preponderance,  and  not  the  uniformity,  of  the  authorities. 
Lord  Campbell's  statement  of  the  doctrine,  we  cannot  but  think,  puts 
it  on  ground  less  tenable,  if  possible,  than  that  before  examined.  The 
grantor,  under  the  Statute  of  27  Eliz.  has,  strictly,  no  power  to  repu- 
diate a  voluntary  conveyance.  As  against  him  and  his  heirs  or  de- 
visees, and  those  claiming  under  their  deed,  the  voluntan*  conveyance 
is  valid.  He  gives  to  another  a  power  to  do  what  he  cannot  do  himself- 
The  second  grantee  holds  as  against  the  first,  not  because  the  grantor 
has  repudiated  his  first  conveyance,  but  because  it  was  originally  fraud- 
ulent. The  second  conveyance  did  not  make  the  first  fraudulent,  but 
it  enabled  the  new  grantee  to  avoid  it,  because  it  was  made  with  intent 
and  purpose  to  defraud  subsequent  purchasers.  And  if  there  were  this 
power  of  repudiation,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the  act  of  to-day  con- 
clusively shows  a  fraudulent  purpose  and  intent  in  an  act  twenty  years 
ago,  and  this  not  only  as  against  the  grantor,  but  as  against  the  first 
grantee. 

For  these,  among  other  reasons,  we  cannot  accept  the  construction 
of  the  Statute  now  settled  in  England  ;  we  are  not  concluded  by  its 
authority  ;  we  are  not  convinced  of  its  soundness. 

The  true  construction  of  the  Statute  we  think  is,  that  conveyances 
are  not  avoided  merely  because  they  are  voluntary,  but  because  they 
are  fraudulent ;  that  a  voluntary  gift  of  real  estate  is  valid  as  against 
subsequent  purchasers  and  all  other  persons,  unless  it  was  fraudulent 
at  the  time  of  its  execution ;  that  a  subsequent  conveyance  for  a  val- 
uable consideration  is  evidence,  but  by  no  means  conclusive  evidence, 
of  fraud  in  the  first  voluntary  conveyance  ;  and  that  a  voluntary  gift, 
made  when  the  grantor  is  not  indebted,  in  good  faith  and  without  intent 
t<>  defraud  future  creditors  or  subsequent  purchasers,  is  good  as  against 
a  subsequent  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  with  notice.  Such 
we  understand  to  be  the  construction  practically  adopted  in  this  com- 
monwealth, ainl  which  is,  to  use  the  words  of  Chancellor  Kent,  "  the 
better  American  doctrine."  4  Kent  Com.  (Oth  cd.)  4G3,  note.  Ben- 
nett  v.  Bedford  Bank,  11  Mass.  121.  Bicker  v.  Ram,  14  Mass.  137. 
Salmon  \.  Bennett,  1  Conn.  525.  Cathcartv.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  280. 
Jackson  v.  Town,  1  Cow.  G03.  1  Story  on  Eq.  §  427  et  seq.  1  Cruise 
Dig.  (Greenl.  ed.)  tit.  7,  c.  2,  §  7,  note.    1  Amcr.  Lead.  Cms.  (8ded.)  78. 

Tin'  result  is,  that  the  instructions  of  the  judge  on  this  point  were 
right,  and  thai  the  exceptions  <<»  these  instructions  are  overruled.1 

1  .\   ocond  point!  on  tl (feet  <>{  Mm.  Qnindley'a  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  is  omitted. 

The  >!■  ■  I  '•.  i    b<  Id  to  i1 1  n  her  Interest  to  him. 
But  eee  Fleming  v.  Townsend,  G  Qe,  loa  (1849) 
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GILLILAND   v.   FENN. 

Supreme  Court  of  Alabama.     1890. 

[Reported  90  Ala.  230.] 

Somerville,  J.1  The  main  point  of  contention  in  this  case  involves 
an  inquiry  into  the  relative  priority  of  the  conflicting  claims  of  title 
in  ejectment — that  of  the  plaintiff  being  derived  by  immediate  in- 
heritance from  an  alleged  fraudulent  donee,  and  that  of  the  defend- 
ants under  a  conveyance  for  valuable  consideration  from  the  alleged 
fraudulent  donor. 

The  salient  facts  as  to  the  conveyance  are  these :  The  grantor, 
A.  W.  Sheppard,  being  largely  indebted,  conveyed  to  his  son,  John 
H.  Sheppard,  substantially  his  entire  property,  consisting  of  a  farm, 
except  one  tract  of  about  forty  acres  upon  which  his  residence  was 
situated.  The  recited  consideration  is  $3,000,  but  the  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  no  consideration  whatever  in  fact  passed  between  the 
parties,  but  that  the  transaction  was  purely  a  voluntary  conveyance ; 
and,  further,  that  it  was  a  mere  sham,  made  expressly  with  the 
fraudulent  intent  to  hinder  or  delay  creditors.  The  father  continued 
to  occupy  the  premises  with  the  son,  there  being  no  visible  change  of 
possession  by  either ;  and  the  evidence  tends  to  prove  that  he  (the 
donor)  still  collected  and  appropriated  the  rents  derived  from  certain 
occupying  tenants ;  that  he  even  furnished  the  son  money  to  pay  the 
taxes  on  the  land,  and,  as  between  the  parties,  the  whole  affair  was 
regarded  as  a  secret  trust  mutually  intended  to  cover  a  transparent 
fraud  on  creditors;  and  that  the  son  asserted  no  real  claim  of  title 
as  against  his  father.  This  deed  from  the  father  to  the  son  was 
recorded.  Afterwards,  the  father  sold  the  land  to  the  appellant 
Gilliland,  as  the  evidence  tends  to  prove,  for  a  valuable  and  adequate 
consideration  in  cash.  The  son  having  died,  his  heirs  bring  this  suit, 
claiming  title  under  him. 

The  question  under  consideration  is  one  in  which  there  is  no  little 
conflict  of  authority,  as  observed  on  all  hands  in  the  text-writers  and 
the  adjudged  cases.  The  apparent  difficulties  seem  to  me  to  have 
arisen  from  a  failure,  in  some  instances,  to  properly  distinguish  the 
application  of  the  principles  involved  on  their  bearing  on  two  classes 
of  conveyances:  (1)  those  that  are  merely  voluntary;  and  (2)  those 
which,  in  addition  to  being  voluntary,  are  infected  with  an  actual 
fraudulent  intent.  Another  source  of  conflict  is  the  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  how  far  notice  of  the  prior  conveyance,  and  its  nature, 
will  affect  the  title  of  the  subsequent  purchaser  from  the  fraudulent 
donor,  or  grantor. 

1  Only  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  given. 
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There  are  some  important  propositions  which  we  may  formulate  as 
premises  in  this  discussion,  as  to  which  little  or  no  doubt  can  exist. 
They  will  serve  as  valuable  aids  in  arriving  at  a  correct  solution  of  the 
question  in  hand. 

1.  All  executed  conveyances,  whether  voluntary  or  actually  fraudu- 
lent, are  unquestionably  valid  inter  partes.  Such  a  conveyance  is 
binding  on  the  grantor,  his  heirs  and  personal  representatives,  and 
is  absolutely  unassailable  by  them.  Coffey  v.  Nbricood,  81  Ala.  512; 
Davis  v.  Sicanson,  54  Ala.  277;  Anderson  v.  Roberts,  18  John.  513  ; 
9  Amer.  Dec.  235 ;  Code  1886,  §  1735,  and  cases  cited. 

2.  The  statute  of  frauds  (13th  and  27th  of  Eliz.)  on  this  point  is 
substantially  embodied  in  section  1735  of  our  present  Code,  and  has 
long  prevailed  as  a  statutory  provision  in  this  State,  to  say  nothing 
of  its  being,  as  long  ago  asserted  by  both  Lord  Mansfield  and  Chief 
Justice  Marshall,  but  afrlrmatory  of  the  common  law.  It  declares 
void  all  conveyances  made  with  intent  to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud 
creditors,  purchasers,  or  other  persons  who  are  or  may  be  so  hindered, 
delayed  or  defrauded.  Carter  v.  Castleberry,  5  Ala.  277;  Daugherty 
v.  Jack,  30  Amer.  Dec.  335. 

3.  Subsequent  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  are  thus  placed 
precisely  on  the  same  footing  —  equal  protection  being  afforded  to 
each.  The  27th  of  Eliz.  was  made  to  embrace  purchasers  where  the 
13th  of  Eliz.  only  included  creditors.  Our  statute  includes  both,  as 
that  of  New  York  and  other  States  also  do.  As  to  the  New  York 
statute,  Spencer,  C.  J.,  said  in  Anderson  v.  Roberts,  9  Amer.  Dec. 
235,  supra:  "I  can  not  perceive  the  least  difference  between  a  con- 
veyance to  defraud  subsequent  creditors,  and  a  conveyance  to  defraud 
subsequent  purchasers."  Hood  v.  Fahnestock,  34  Amer.  Dec.  489. 
The  past  decisions  of  this  court,  I  may  add,  bearing  on  this  subject,  as 
we  shall  see,  appear  fully  to  recognize  this  view. 

4.  Our  decisions  uniformly  hold,  also,  that  a  mere  voluntary  con- 
veyance, unaffected  with  actual  fraud,  is  valid  as  to  subsequent  cred- 
itors. But,  if  actual  fraud  — mal<i  fides,  or  fraud  \n  fact —  is  shown, 
whether  directed  against  existing  or  subsequent  creditors,  either  class 
can  successfully  impeach  and  defeat  such  conveyance,  so  far  as  it  may 
affect  the  right  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  lawful  debts  or  demands  as 
creditors  of  the  fraudulent  grantor.  /Seals  v.  Robinson,  75  Ala.  361  ; 
Stiles  v.  Lightfoot,  26  Ala.  443;  3  Brick.  Dig.  515,  §  119.  In  other 
words,  as  clearly  stated  1 » y  Mr.  Freeman,  "  such  fraudulent  conduct 
renders  the  transfer  void  in  totO,  except  as  to  the  parties;  and  of  this 
Invalidity  a  subsequent  creditor  may  take  advantage,  as  well  as  one 
whom  tin'  debtor  intended  to  defraud."  Jenkins  v.  Clement,  14 
Amer.   Dec  706-707,  note. 

Assuming  these  premises,  we  pass  to  other  questions  of  greater 
difficulty. 

The  present  rule  in  England  undoubtedly  is,  that  mere  voluntary 
conveyances,  although  not  alfectid  with  actual  fraud,  are  absolutely 
\c. i..  vi.  —  1G 
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and  conclusively  void  under  the  statute  of  27th  Elizabeth,  as  against 
a  subsequent  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideratidn,  although  lie  pur- 
chased with  notice  oi'  the  existence  of  such  former  voluntary  convey- 
ance. EUiott  v.  Horn,  10  Ala.  348;  44  Amor.  Dec.  485.  Or,  as 
state. 1  by  Mr.  Toineroy  (2  Eq.  jur.  §  974),  the  English  rule  now 
recognized  is,  that  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  "  avoids  all  voluntary 
conveyances  as  against  subsequent  purchasers  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, eveu  though  such  conveyances  were  made  in  good  faith  without 
any  actual  fraudulent  intent,  and.  though  the  subsequent  purchasers 
for  value  had  notice  thereof."  This  rule,  as  he  observes,  has  been 
accepted  by  a  portion  of  the  American  decisions,  but  not  the  great 
current  of  American  authority.  Mr.  Sugden,  in  his  treatise  on  the  law 
of  Vendors  (pp.  474-5),  asserts,  that  this  has  always  been  considered 
••a  harsh  interpretation"  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  and  "ought 
never  to  have  been  established."  And  such,  indeed,  seems  to  be  the 
general  current  of  opinion  among  both  the  English  and  American 
jurists  and  judges. 

Mr.  Foment  conceives  the  American  rule,  as  supported  by  the 
current  of  authority,  to  limit  the  operation  of  the  statute  to  prior 
voluntary  conveyances  made  with  fraudulent  intent,  and  its  protection 
to  subsequent  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  without 
notice.  The  American  doctrine  he  thus  formulates:  "Conveyances 
are  not  void  under  the  statute,  merely  because  they  are  voluntary,  but 
because  they  are  fraudulent;  and  the  fraudulent  intent  ma}7  be  inferred 
in  the  same  manner,  and  under  the  same  circumstances,  as  against 
subsequent  creditors.  A  voluntary  gift  of  property  is  valid  as  against 
subsequent  purchasers  and  all  other  persons,  unless  it  was  fraudulent 
when  executed ;  and  a  subsequent  conveyance  for  value  is  evidence 
of  fraud  committed  in  the  former  voluntary  conveyance,  but  not  con- 
clusive evidence.  It  results,"  he  concludes,  "  that  a  voluntary  gift 
made  when  the  grantor  is  not  indebted,  in  good  faith,  and  without 
intent  to  defraud  subsequent  creditors,  is  valid  as  against  a  subsequent 
purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  with  notice."  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
§  974. 

The  English  rule,  holding,  as  we  have  said,  a  voluntary  conveyance 
absolutely  and  conclusively  void  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser, 
even  with  notice,  was  repudiated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  as  far  back  as  the  case  of  Cathcart  v.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
decided  in  1831.  The  court,  through  Chief  Justice  Marshall, 
announced  the  rule  in  that  case  to  be,  that  one  who  purchases  for 
value,  without  notice,  from  the  grantor  in  a  voluntary  conveyance, 
gets  a  good  title  as  against  the  prior  donee ;  that  such  prior  convey- 
ance, or  gift,  was  onby  prima  facie,  and  not  conclusively  void,  as 
against  a  subsequent  purchaser;  the  subsequent  sale  itself  furnishing 
only  "a  strong  presumption  of  fraudulent  intent,"  so  as  to  cast  the 
burden  on  the  donee  of  proving  the  bona  fides  of  such  voluntary  con- 
veyance.    In  other  words,  the  subsequent  sale  is  carried  back  to  the 
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antecedent  voluntary  conveyance,  so  as  to  characterize  its  intent,  and 
presumptively  shows  an  intent  to  defraud  such  subsequent  purchaser. 
Sterry  v.  Arden,  7  Amer.  Dec.  348.  In  the  case  above  cited  from  5th 
Peters,  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  existing  debt  by  the  donor  at  the 
time  he  made  the  gift  to  his  wife,  nor  other  evidence  of  actual  fraud. 
There  were  present  only  the  badges  of  subsequent  insolvency,  the 
donor's  continuing  to  claim  the  ownership  of  the  property  conveyed, 
and  the  facts  of  the  subsequent  conveyance  itself.  The  doctrine  of 
that  case  is  expressly  approved  in  Corprew  v.  Arthur,  15  Ala.  525. 

The  case  under  consideration  is  one  of  actual,  and  not  of  constructive 
fraud  ;  the  evidence,  as  we  have  said,  strongly  tending  to  show  an 
express  agreement  for  a  secret  trust,  with  no  elements  of  a  valid  con- 
veyance, except  in  naked  form  and  semblance  only-  The  inquiry  is 
twofold:  (1)  whether  the  word  purchaser,  as  used  in  section  1735  of 
the  Code,  includes  a  purchaser  by  direct  conveyance  from  the  fraudu- 
lent grantor ;  and  (2)  how  far  notice  to  such  subsequent  purchaser, 
of  the  former  conveyance,  affects  the  validity  of  his  title. 

As  to  the  first  point,  there  is  no  difficulty,  cither  as  to  the  letter  of 
the  statute,  or  its  generally  accepted  interpretation.  Chancellor  Kent 
says,  it  was,  even  in  his  day,  the  settled  American  doctrine,  that  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  would  be  protected 
under  the  statutes  of  13th  and  27th  Eliz.,  as  adopted  in  this  country, 
whether  he  purchased  from  a  fraudulent  giantor  or  a  fraudulent  grantee  ; 
and  that  there  was  no  difference,  in  this  respect,  between  a  deed  to 
defraud  subsequent  creditors,  and  one  to  defraud  subsequent  pur- 
chasers. 4  Kent's  Com.  4G4.  This,  as  we  shall  show,  is  the  Alabama 
rule,  and  there  is  a  vast  array  of  weight}'  authority  to  support  it. 
Ifoirt-  v.  W<i>/shKin,  12  Mo.  169;  49  Amer.  Dec.  12G;  Anderson  v. 
Roberts,  18  Johns.  513;  9  Amer.  Dec.  235;  Hood  v.  Fahnestock, 
8  Watts,  489;  34  Amer.  Dec.  489;  Elliott  v.  Jfor/i,  10  Ala.  848; 
44  Amer.  Dec.  488;   Stokes  v.  Jones,  21  Ala.  731. 

The  chief  conflict  of  authority  arises  where  the  purchaser  from  the 
fraudulent  vendor  is  charged  with  notice  of  the  prior  fraudulent  con- 
veyance. Many  authorities  hold  that,  when  he  has  such  notice,  he  can 
claim  do  right  which  his  immediate  grantor  would  be  estopped  from 
asserting,  and,  therefore,  that  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  avoid  the 
prior  conveyance  on  the  ground  that  it  was  intended  to  defraud  sub- 
sequent purchasers  or  creditors.  These  decisions  rest  on  the  very 
reasonable  ground,  not  only  that  the  fraudulent  grantor,  having  no 
title  himself,  can  confer  none,  but  that  a  contrary  rule  would  had  to 
the  injustice  of  enabling  him,  by  collusion  with  a  subsequent  purchaser, 
to  cheat  the  original  grantee  out  of  his  estate.  To  this  effeel  is  Foster 
v.  Walton,  fi  Watte  (Penn.)  478;  Fowler  y.  Stoneum,  11  Tex  173; 
G2  Amer.  Dec.  190;  Moseley  v.  Moseley,  15  N.  Y.  884,  and  many 
other  decisions.     So  there  are  many  authorities  to  the  contrary,  holding 

that  the  word  purchaser  means  purchaser  with,  as  well  a.s  without 
notice,  and  when  there  is  actual  fraud  In  the  conveyance,  it  is  made 
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void  by  force  of  the  statute  as  against  such  purchasers  for  value. 
Lewis  v.  Lore,  '2  B.  Monroe,  845;  88  Ainer.  Dec.  1G1;  Jenkins  v. 
Clements,  11  Amer.  Dec.  70S,  note;  Craig  v.  Zimmerman,  56  Amer. 
Rep.  166. 

In  this  status  of  the  law,  it  is  proper  that  we  should  he  governed 
by  the  rule  to  he  deduced  from  the  past  decisions  of  this  court,  as  the 
principle  involves  a  rule  of  property  of  vast  importance  in  its  effect  on 
titles.  These  decisions  seem  to  me,  on  the  whole,  to  clearly  favor  the 
view,  that  a  conveyance  infected  with  actual  fraud  may,  under  the 
statute,  he  avoided  by  a  subsequent  bona  fide  purehaser  holding  by 
deed  from  the  grantor,  although  he  have  notice  of  the  previous  fraudu- 
lent conveyance. 

As  to  purchasers  at  a  sale  under  execution  against  a  grantor  who 
has  made  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  the  rule  is  clear  and  well  estab- 
lished. The  title  thus  acquired  under  legal  proceedings  instituted  by 
a  creditor  is  unquestionably  good,  although  the  purehaser  may  have 
had  notiee  of  the  fraud  ;  for  his  knowledge  of  the  fraud  likewise  im- 
ports a  knowledge  that  it  was  the  precise  thing  that  rendered  the 
conveyance  void  as  to  creditors  and  purchasers.  This  principle  runs 
from  the  very  recent  case  of  Teague  v.  Martin,  87  Ala.  500  (1888), 
back  to  Reed  v.  Smith,  14  Ala.  380  (1848),  and  even  still  further  to 
(  farter  v.  Castleberry,  5  Ala.  277  (1843).  It  is  recognized  even  in  those 
jurisdictions  which  repudiate  the  rule  that  a  fraudulent  vendor  can 
confer  no  title  by  his  deed  of  eonvejance  made  to  a  subsequent  bona 
jide  purchaser  with  notice  of  the  prior  fraudulent  deed.  Miller  v. 
Koertge,  70  Tex.  162;  8  Amer.  St.  Rep.  587.  In  Carter  v.  Castle- 
berry, suj/ra,  however,  the  following  language  was  used  by  Chief 
Justice  Collier:  "It  is  true  that  a  fraudulent  conveyance  is  binding 
on  the  grantor,  but  authorities  are  ample  to  show  that  it  may  be 
avoided  b}*  a  subsequent  bona  Jide  purchaser,  although  he  may  have 
notiee  of  the  previous  conveyance  ;  [for]  if  he  is  informed  of  it,  say 
the  books,  he  knows  that  it  is  fraudulent,  and  of  consequence  void. 
And,"  he  adds,  "it  is  quite  immaterial  whether  the  subsequent  pur- 
chaser acquire  his  title  by  a  deed  directly  from  the  fraudulent  grantor, 
or  at  a  sale  made  under  execution  against  him."  That  case  involved 
a  title  to  land  acquired  by  purchase  under  execution,  and  the  principle 
asserted  was,  therefore,  not  necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case. 

In  Eddins  v.  Wilson,  1  Ala.  237,  a  father  had  made  a  fraudulent 
and  voluntary  deed  to  his  son.  He  subsequently  made  a  fraudulent 
conveyance,  based  on  a  valuable  consideration,  to  another  person. 
It  was  held  that  the  first  deed,  though  fraudulent,  was  good  between 
ilir  parties,  and  could  not  "  be  defeated  by  a  subsequent  vendee  whose 
purchase  was  conceived  in  fraud";  for,  it  was  added  by  Collier, 
(  .  J.,  if  this  were  so,  "it  would  only  be  necessary  for  him  [the  fraudu- 
lent grantor]  to  commit  one  act  of  fraud  to  defeat  another."  It  was 
further  said:  "The  law,  however,  is  entirely  different,  if  the  second 
purchaser  can  show  that  the  transfer  under  which   he  claims,  was 
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made   for   a   valuable  consideration,  and   in   good   faith."     There    is 
nothing  here  said  about  the  effect  of  notice. 

The  case  of  Elliott  v.  Horn,  10  Ala.  348;  44  Araer.  Dec.  488, 
decided  in  1846,  is  one  in  point,  when  critically  considered  as  a  con- 
struction of  our  statute  of  frauds,  now  embodied  in  section  1735  of 
the  Code.  That  case  clearly  holds,  that  a  subsequent  purchaser  for 
value  from  a  fraudulent  grantor  obtains  a  title  superior  to  that  of  the 
first  grantee,  although  such  subsequent  purchaser  had  notice  of  the 
prior  conveyance.  There,  a  father  had  made  a  voluntary  conveyance 
to  his  son,  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors.  The  land,  it  is  true,  was 
entered  by  the  father  in  the  son's  name,  but  this  was  considered 
immaterial  (as  was  the  same  fact  in  Howe  v.  Waysman,  12  Mo.  169 ; 
49  Amer.  Dec.  126);  the  effect  as  to  creditors,  as  was  observed  by 
Ormond,  J.,  being  precisely  the  same  as  if  the  land  had  been  entered 
in  the  name  of  the  donor  instead  of  the  son,  who  was  a  minor.  The 
father  afterwards  sold  the  land  to  one  who  was  not  a  creditor  at 
the  time  the  land  was  entered,  inducing  his  infant  son  to  conve)'. 
The  son,  seeking  to  disaffirm  his  conveyance,  afterwards  brought  an 
action  for  the  land.  The  court  held  that  he  could  not  maintain  the 
action,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  from  the  father,  although  he 
acquired  title  subsequent  to  the  original  fraudulent  conveyance,  and 
with  notice  of  it,  was  entitled  to  protection  under  the  statute  of  frauds, 
which  was  admitted  to  embrace  the  substance  of  the  13th  and  27th  of 
Elizabeth.  The  minor  son,  in  conveying,  (it  was  said)  had  done  only 
what  a  court  of  equity  would  have  compelled  him  to  do. 

We  can  nowhere  find  any  case  in  our  reports  which  repudiates  the 
construction  of  the  statute  announced  in  Elliott  v.  Horn,  supra.  On 
the  contrary,  the  case  of  Stokes  v.  Jones,  18  Ala.  734,  fully  sustains 
it,  and  so  does  the  same  case  as  decided  on  the  second  appeal,  and 
reported  in  21  Ala.  731.  A  father  there  had  made  a  fraudulent  deed 
of  gift  to  his  children,  and  he  afterwards  conveyed  the  same  property 
to  a  subsequent  purchaser  for  value.  The  latter  title  was  held  to 
prevail  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  actual  fraud  in  the  conveyance  being 
proved. 

The  case  of  Corprew  v.  Art  Inn;  1.')  Ala.  525,  cited  and  relied  on  by 
appellee's  counsel,  so  far  from  being  repugnant  to  the  foregoing  cases, 
i-,  corroborative  of  their  authority.  The  same  statute  is  there  con- 
st rued  by  Judge  Collier  as  applicable  to  one  purchasing  for  value  from 
tin-  donor  in  a  voluntary  conveyance,  not  infected  with  actual  fraud. 
Adopting  the  view  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  as  announced 
in  Cathcari  v.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  20  1,  supra,  it  was  held,  that  one  who 
purchases  for  valuable  consideration,  with  notice  that  his  vendor  had 
made  a  previous  voluntary  conveyance,  will  not  be  preferred.  It  was 
decided  that  a  subsequent  mortgagee  was  a  purchaser  within  the  27th 
Elizabeth,  SO  as  to  avoid  a  prior  voluntary  conveyance  under  that 
statute,  but  it  was  added:  "As  a  subsequent  purchaser  he  can  not 
claim  the  right  to  subject  the   land  to  the  payment  of  his  demand, 
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without  showing  that  the  conveyance  was  not  only  voluntary,  but  was 

intended  to  defraud  credit, us."  The  same  principle  is  announced  in 
Gardnt  v.  Boothe,  31  Ala.  18G,  where  it  was  decided  that  a  subse- 
quent ipurchaser  for  value  of  certain  slaves,  from  a  donor  in  a  voluntary 
conveyance)  although  he  bought  without  notice,  acquired  no  title  as 
against  the  donee.  To  invalidate  the  transfer  as  to  a  subsequent 
purchaser,   it  was  held  that  proof  of  actual  fraud  was  necessary. 

The  case  of  Jefferson  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Eborn,  84  Ala.  529,  was 
one  involving  personal  property,  left  in  the  hands  of  the  grantor,  and 
is  governed  by  a  principle  somewhat  different.  But  the  subsequent 
purchaser  was  fully  protected  there,  as  against  a  prior  fraudulent 
grantee. 

There  is  nothing  in  Griffin  v.  Stoddard,  12  Ala.  781,  which  is  con- 
tradictory to  these  views,  when  the  language  of  the  court  is  construed 
with  reference  to  facts  of  the  case.  The  plaintiff  in  ejectment  there 
claimed  title  under  a  recorded  deed  from  one  Oliver,  the  alleged 
fraudulent  grantor.  The  defendants  claimed  title  under  two  sheriffs 
deeds  executed  after  the  deed  of  the  plaintiff,  but  based  on  judgments 
rendered  on  debts  older  than  the  fraudulent  conveyance.  It  was  held, 
that  the  plaintiff's  title  derived  from  the  fraudulent  grantor  was  sub- 
ordinate to  that  derived  under  the  execution  sale. 

We  need  pursue  this  part  of  the  discussion  no  further.  Whatever 
superior  force  may  be  accorded  to  the  weighty  reasons  by  which  the 
contraiy  doctrine  is  so  ably  supported,  our  decisions  commit  us  to 
the  rule,  that  the  purchaser  for  value  from  the  grantor  in  a  voluntary 
conveyance,  infected  by  actual  fraud,  obtains  a  superior  title  as  against 
a  donee,  although  he  purchased  with  notice  of  the  conveyance.  The 
whole  reason  of  the  case  is  simply  this  :  The  statute  itself  expressly 
declares  fraudulent  conveyances  void  as  against  subsequent  purchasers 
and  creditors  alike.  This  implies  bona  fide  purchasers  for  value,  but 
it  does  not  exclude  purchasers  with  notice  of  the  very  fact  which  alone 
enables  them  to  avoid  the  conveyance.  Nor  can  a  fraudulent  grantee 
make  any  very  just  or  conscionable  complaint  that  he  is  deprived  of 
the  fruits  of  his  iniquity,  because  it  is  done  by  the  mandate  of  the 
law  itself. 

A  distinction  is  made  as  to  notice  between  the  registration  of  a 
mere  voluntary  deed,  unaffected  by  actual  fraud,  and  a  deed  which  is 
so  infected.  The  former  operates  as  notice,  so  as  to  bind  a  subsequent 
purchaser;  but  the  latter  does  not,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  barring 
the  assertion  of  the  purchaser's  rights  based  on  the  fraud  in  the 
transaction.  As  stated  in  Laird  v.  Scott,  5  Heisk.  347,  "  After 
ration  of  a  voluntary  deed  for  land,  a  subsequent  purchaser  for 
value  can  not  claim  to  be  an  innocent  purchaser  without  notice.  But, 
if  the  voluntary  conveyance  was  intended  to  defraud  a  subsequent 
purchaser,  the  notice  by  registration  will  not  affect  his  right  to  attack 
the  voluntary  conveyance  for  actual  fraud.  It  follows,  that  a  voluntary 
conveyance,  made  with  the  intent  to  defraud  a  subsequent  purchaser 
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for  value,  is  void  as  against  him,  with  or  without  registration,  and  with 
or  without  notice."  Jenkins  v.  Clements,  1-1  Amer.  Dec.  708,  note, 
and  cases  cited;  Wyman  v.  Brown,  50  Me.  148;  Lewis  v.  Love,  38 
Amer.  Dec.  162;  Mason  v.  Baker,  10  Lb.  72-1;  Lancaster  v.  Dolan, 
18  lb.   625. 

The  plain  reason  of  this  distinction  is,  that  the  statute  itself  makes 
conveyances  infected  with  actual  fraud  void  as  to  subsequent  purchasers 
for  value,  but  it  does  not,  according  to  the  better  view,  embrace  mere 
voluntary  conveyances  not  actually  fraudulent.  Other  conveyances 
are  governed  as  to  notice  by  the  registration  statutes.  Code  1886, 
§§  1810  et  seo.,  and  §  1735.  It  was  long  ago  resolved,  as  far  back 
as  Standen's  Case,  5  Co.  60,  that  a  purchaser,  notwithstanding  he  had 
notice  of  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  might  avoid  it ;  for  the  notice  of 
the  purchaser  can  not  make  that  good,  which  an  act  of  Parliament  has 
made  void  as  to  him.  Newland  on  Contracts,  396,  397.  And,  more- 
over, as  said  in  Myers  v.  Peek,  2  Ala.  659,  mere  notice  on  the  part 
of  the  purchaser  of  a  fraudulent  transfer  will  not  prevent  his  avoiding 
it,  "because,  if  he  knew  of  the  transaction,  he  knew  it  was  void 
bj-  law." 

There  is  no  force  in  the  contention,  that  after  Rhea  had  compro- 
mised his  suit  of  ejectment  with  A.  W.  Sheppard,  the  alleged  fraudu- 
lent grantor,  and  had  reconvened  to  him  the  title  to  the  land  in 
controversy  after  its  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  that  this  title  inured 
to  the  benefit  of  the  fraudulent  grantee  by  virtue  of  the  covenant  of 
warranty  contained  in  that  deed.  It  may  be  admitted  that  Rhea 
acquired  the  title  by  the  sheriff's  sale  under  his  execution  against  the 
fraudulent  grantor,  the  judgment  debt  being  older  than  the  fraudulent 
conveyance;  and  that  his  deed  to  A.  W.  Sheppard  conveyed  back  to 
him  the  legal  title  to  the  land.  But  this  title  inured  to  the  benefit  of 
the  subsequent  purchaser,  not  of  the  fraudulent  donee.  This  is  ex- 
pressly settled  in  Stokes  v.  Jones,  21  Ala.  7:31;  s.  c.  18  Ala.  7:11, 
where  it  is  said:  "The  voluntary  fraudulent  estoppel  [argued  to  have 
been  created  by  the  covenant  of  warranty  contained  in  the  deed],  is  as 
impotent  to  defeat  the  just  claims  of  creditors,  or  bona  fide  purchasers 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  as  the  deed  would  be  had  it  contained  no 
covenant  out  of  which  the  estoppel  is  supposed  to  arise.  A  party  can 
not  do  by  circuity  and  indirection  what  the  law  forbids  to  be  directly 
done.  He  can  not  avoid  the  claims  of  creditors,  or  l><>n<i  fide  pur- 
chasers, liy  conveying  with  warranty  to  defraud  them,  and  afterwards 
acquiring  the  title." 

too  clear  for  argument,  that  the  payment  of  Rhea's  debt  by 
A.  W.  Sheppard  did  not  purge  his  conveyance  of  fraud  as  to  sul^e- 
quent  purchasers  or  creditors.  If  it  was  void  for  actual  fraud,  being  a 
mere  secret  trust  and  a  -ham  sale,  the  transaction  at  once  lay  open  to 

the  attack  of  either  of  these  classes. 

The  existence   of   Rhea's   debl    was   only   a   circumstance   to   prove 
fraud.     Its  payment  was  indemnity  to  him  alone,  and  to  no  one  else. 
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It  in  do  manner  purged  the  fraud  as  :i  ground  of  attack  on  the  title  by 
others  who  were  invested  by  law  with  this  right;  We  are  aware  of  no 
principle  by  which  one  who  cheats  two  distinct  persons  can,  by  afford- 
ing indemnity  to  the  one,  exempt  himself  from  legal  liability  to  the 
other.  This  precise  point  was  made  in  Stokes  v.  Jours,  21  Ala.  731, 
but  was  passed  by  the  court  sub  silentio,  being  obviously  regarded  as 
without  merit 

These  views  result  necessarily  in  the  reversal  of  the  judgment, 
many  of  the  rulings  of  the  court  being  repugnant  to  the  principles 
which  we  have  here  announced. 

The  exceptions  based  on  the  rulings  on  the  evidence,  much  of  which 
is  purely  cumulative,  may  not  arise  on  another  trial,  and  we  do  not 
consider  them.  They  have  not,  moreover,  been  deemed  of  sufficient 
importance  to  be  discussed  by  counsel. 

Reversed  and  remanded.1 

,/"s.  Aiken,  and  Dortch  &  Martin,  for  appellants. 

Wm.  H.  Denson,  contra. 

Conveyances  in  Fraud  of  Creditors.  —  This  is  so  fully  treated  in  the  course 
on  the  Law  of  Bankruptcy  that  it  is  here  omitted. 


SECTION   II. 

PURCHASER   FOR  VALUE. 

PRODGERS   v.   LANGHAM. 

King's  Bench.     1663. 

[Reported  1  Sid.  133.] 

Baufe,  seised  in  fee  of  several  lands  and  manors  in  the  County  of 
Northampton,  and  being  a  recusant  and  also  a  soldier  in  the  war  for 
King  Charles  I.,  in  the  year  1643,  let  his  manors  to  A.  and  B.  in  trust 
for  his  only  daughter  and  heir  (now  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff),  for  twent}-- 
one  years,  to  the  intent  that  the  profits  before  marriage  should  be  for 
her  for  her  maintenance,  and  to  raise  a  portion,  and  if  she  should 
marry  Poulton  or  some  one  else  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Baude,  with 
his  consent  and  liking,  then  in  trust  for  her  during  the  residue  of  the 
term.  The  said  daughter  did  not  marry  P.,  but  she  married  the  plain- 
tiff, with  which  Baude  was  displeased  ;  but  after  a  time  he  was  satisfied 
with  it  and  lived  with  them,  and  afterwards  died. 

And  it  was  held  by  the  court  in  this  case,  — 

1  See,  accord,  Wyman  v.  Brown,  50  Me.  130  (1803);  contra,  Stevens  v.  Morse,  47 
N.  EL  532  (1807);  and  cf.  Uarton  v.  Lyons,  07  Tenn.  180  (1890). 
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1.  That  the  conveyance  to  the  daughter  before  marriage  was  a  volun- 
tary conveyance,  and  will  be  void  by  the  Statute  of  Fraudulent  Con- 
veyances, as  to  purchasers  for  valuable  consideration,  as  L.  was  in 
this  case. 

2.  That  although  it  was  void  in  its  creation  as  to  purchasers,  yet 
when  the  marriage  took  effect,  the  first  settlement  did  not  remain  volun- 
tary as  it  was  at  its  creation,  but  is  on  valuable  consideration  and  not 
to  be  avoided,  inasmuch  as  the  marriage  is  an  advancement  of  the 
daughter,  and  he  who  married  her  was  induced  so  to  do  by  reason 
of  this  provision. 

So  it  was  agreed  per  Curiam  that  although  a  deed  be  fraudulent  in 
its  creation  and  voidable  by  a  purchaser,  3*et  it  can  be  made  good  by 
matter  ex  post  facto,  as  if  one  makes  a  feoffment  covinously,  which 
feoffee  makes  a  feoffment  for  valuable  consideration,  and  then  the  first 
feoffor  enters,  and  makes  a  feoffment  for  valuable  consideration,  the 
feoffee  of  the  first  feoffee  will  keep  the  land  and  not  the  feoffee  of  the 
first  feoffor,  for  although  the  estate  of  the  first  feoffee  was  in  its  crea- 
tion covinous  and  so  voidable,  yet  when  he  enfeoffs  one  for  valuable 
consideration,  that  one  will  be  preferred  before  the  later  one,  and  so  it 
was  adjudged  latel}*  on  argument  in  this  court. 

3.  That  Baude  could  agree  to  the  marriage  at  any  time  during  his 
life,  and  therefore  inasmuch  as  he  agreed  afterwards,  although  he  dis- 
agreed at  first,  semble  that  it  is  good.  And  although  they  proved  that 
he  once  disagreed  expressly,  yet  it  was  held  that  he  could  agree  after- 
wards ;  qucere  tamen  if  the  agreement  relates  for  this  purpose,  because 
by  the  disagreement  the  estate  was  devested. 

4.  That  although  the  lease  for  twenty-one  years  were  concealed  eigh- 
teen of  the  years,  that  would  not  make  it  to  be  fraudulent  by  reason  of 
the  concealment,  if  the  revealing  of  it  would  have  led  to  its  being 
vacated,  as  might  have  happened  in  this  case,  because,  the  deed  being 

r  1642,  the  committees1  avoided  and  annulled  all  such  deeds  or  im- 
prisoned  flic  party  until  he  would  do  it.  Therefore  although  the  deed 
was  not  revealed  until  all  but  two  years  of  the  term  were  expired,  yet  it 
remained  good  against  Langham  the  purchaser,  and  so  was  found. 

Note  «.s  M  \ni:i  \<:r.  Sbttlbhbhts.  The  consideration  of  marriage  in  a  marriage 
settlement  extendi  normally  only  to  provisions  for  the  wife,  the  husband,  the  issue  of 
the  marriage,  and  collateral  relations  or  connections  not  of  the  settlor  hut  of  the  other 
contracting  party.     See  Gale  v.  Gale,  >'<  Ch,  I).  Ill  (1*77);  Mackie  v.  fferberttm, 

OApp  Can.  ::<):;,  :::;7  (1**1);  />■  M.sir,  v.  UY.sr,  [1891]  A.  C.  284.    Thus  brothers  and 
sisters  of  the  settlor  are  not  included.     JoJttUOn  v.  Legard,  '.'•  Mad.  288  (1818). 

Hut  in  early  cases  tin-  rul<-  was  somewhat  relaxed.     Thus  limitations  were  upheld 

in  favor  of  the  settlor's  children  by  a  future  wife,  Jenkint  v.  KtytMt,  I  Lev.  'I'M  i  1688]  ; 

ton  \     It',  ton,  *'■  M    ,'.   S   67  n  |  1818)  ;  so  of  a  widow's  children  by  a  former  mar 

riage,  NewtUad  .  I  Atk.  266  (1788) ;  GaU  r.  Gale,  iCh.  D  ill  (1*771;  and 

so  of  her  illegitimate  children,  Clarke  v.  Wright, Q  ELI  N.  849  (1861).    The  later 

English  cases,  however,  after  exhaustive  discussion,  have  sought  to  limit  and  explain 


1  See  St.  1012,  r.  1,  Scobcll's  Acts,  p.  37. 
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PRICE   v.  JENKINS. 
Court  of  Appeal.     1877. 

[/,'. ported  5  Ch.  D.  619] 

Tins  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Hall.1 

Tin-,  action  was  brought  by  Margaret  Price  for  specific  performance 
Of  a  contract,  dated  the  16th  of  November,  1874,  by  which  Thomas 
Jenkins  the  elder  agreed  to  sell  a  leasehold  house  called  the  Bruce 
Hotel,  at  Pant,  near  Merthyr  Tydvil,  to  the  plaintiff,  for  £200. 

In  the  first  instance.  Thomas  Jenkins  the  elder  was  the  only  defend- 
ant, but  it  appeared  that  his  son,  Thomas  Jenkins  the  younger,  claimed 
an  interest  adversely  to  his  father,  and  he  was  accordingly,  by  the  di- 
rection of  the  court,  made  a  defendant. 

Thomas  Jenkins  the  younger  was  a  son  of  the  original  defendant  by 
his  first  marriage.  The  property  the  subject  of  the  contract  belonged 
to  Thomas  Jenkins  the  elder  for  a  term  of  years  at  the  time  of  his 
second  marriage,  which  took  place  in  May,  1864  ;  and  by  a  settle- 
ment dated  the  17th  of  May,  1864,  and  made  in  contemplation  of  the 
second  marriage,  it  was  assigned  to  two  trustees,  of  whom  Thomas 
Jenkins  the  younger  was  one,  in  trust,  after  paying  all  outgoings,  for 
Thomas  Jenkins  the  elder,  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  for  his 
son  Thomas  Jenkins  the  younger,  absolutely.  The  intended  wife's 
property  was  also  settled  by  the  same  deed  upon  her  and  her  children. 
The  settlement  contained  no  covenant  by  the  trustees  to  pay  the  rent  or 
perform  the  covenants  of  the  lease  under  which  the  premises  were  held. 
y  The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  settlement  made  on  the  second  mar- 
riage of  Thomas  Jenkins  the  elder  was  voluntary,  so  far  as  related  to 
his  son  by  his  former  marriage,  and  was  void  against  the  plaintiff  under 
the  27  Eliz.  c.  4. 

Thomas  Jenkins  the  elder  also  set  up  a  defence  that  the  contract  was 
void  by  reason  of  his  being  drunk  when  he  signed  it.  But  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  held  that  this  defence  was  not  established.  The  Vice- 
Chancellor  was,  however,  of  the  opinion  that  Thomas  Jenkins  the 
younger  was  a  volunteer  under  the  settlement  on  the  second  marriage 
of  his  father,  and  that  the  settlement  was  void  as  against  the  plaintiff 
and  accordingly  granted  speciGc  performance  of  the  agreement. 

these  decisions  and  seem  to  establish  the  general  doctrine  that  limitations  to  collat- 
erals of  the  settlor  are  not  good  unless  so  intermingled  with  proper  limitations  for 
the  parties  or  the  issue  of  the  marriage  that  the  former  must  be  maintained  in  order 
to  determine  and  support  the  latter.  See  In  re  Cameron  and  Wells,  37  Ch.  T).  32 
(1887);  he  Mestre  v.  West,  [1891]  A.  C.  264;  2  Dart's  Vendors  and  Purchasers 
(7th  ed.),  922  et  seq. 

i  4  Ch.  D.  483. 
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From  this  decision  the  defendants  appealed. 

Morgan,  Q.  C,  and  Maclean,  for  the  appellant. 

The  consideration  for  the  settlement  on  the  second  marriage  ex- 
tended to  the  son  by  the  former  marriage.  It  was  a  bargain  between 
all  parties  which  was  cemented  by  the  marriage. 

James,  L.  J.  Can  an  assignment  of  leasehold  property  ever  be, 
strictly  speaking,  voluntary?  I  remember  a  case  in  my  own  practice 
at  the  bar,  which  is  not  reported,  in  which  the  owner  of  three  leasehold 
houses  made  a  promise  on  his  deathbed  to  give  one  of  them  to  his 
widow  ;  and  the  executor  accordingly  signed  a  written  agreement  to 
assign  one  of  the  houses  to  the  widow,  she  undertaking  to  pay  an  ap- 
portioned rent  of  one  guinea  to  the  ground  landlord  and  performing  the 
covenants  of  the  lease.  I  advised  that  this  was  a  nudum  pactum,  but 
it  was  held  by  Vice-Chancellor  Shadwell  to  be  an  agreement  for  valu- 
able consideration. 

Dickinson,  Q.  C,  and  Frecling,  for  the  plaintiff,  were  called  on  upon 
this  particular  point. 

James,  L.  J.  It  appears  to  me  impossible  to  hold  that  this  settle- 
ment was  voluntary  as  regarded  Thomas  Jenkins  the  younger,  who  was 
himself  one  of  the  assignees  of  the  leaseholds.  The  trustees  came 
under  a  responsibility  for  payment  of  rent  and  performance  of  the  cov- 
enants of  the  lease.  It  might  be  such  a  responsibility  that  a  lessee 
might  be  actually  willing  to  pay  money  to  get  rid  of.  If  there  is  any 
valuable  consideration  for  a  settlement,  the  quantum  of  such  a  consid- 
eration is  of  no  consequence  under  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth.  I  think 
that  here  there  was  a  valuable  consideration  sufficient  to  support  the 
settlement  against  a  subsequent  purchaser.  It  appears  to  me  impos- 
sible to  distinguish  it  from  such  a  case  as  that  to  which  I  referred 
during  the  argument.  The  purchaser's  title  cannot  prevail  against  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement.  On  that  ground  alone,  therefore,  I  think 
the  bill  must  lie  dismissed.  Hut  as  the  charge  of  fraud  has  been  made 
by  the  defence,  we  must  hear  the  evidence  as  to  the  circumstances  un- 
der which  the  contract  was  made  before  disposing  of  the  costs. 

MELLISH,   L.J.,  and  BaQGALLAT,  J.  A.,  eoneiiiTed. 

The  evidence  as  to  alleged  drunkenness  of  T.  Jenkins  the  elder  was 
then  read  and  commented  on. 

THE  COUBT  held  that  there  was  no  ground  whatever  for  the  imputa- 
tion ;  and,  therefore,  dismissed  the  action,  without  costs,  either  of  the 
hearing  before  the  Vice  •Chancellor  or  of  the  appeal. 

James,  L. J.,  added:  We  desire  it  lobe  understood  that  we  have 
expressed  do  opinion  as  to  tin;  point  on  which  the  Vice-Chancellor 

founded  bis  judgment.      That  point  has  not  been  argued  before  US,  and 
.  e  no  opinion  upon  it.1 
i  Followed  in   /'<    ''■nn.ynn  „,,,/    ll,        87  Ch    I'    :;J(1«87).     See  Gale  v. 
GCh.  bill'  1877)  j  Harm  v.  Tubb,  12  Ch.  1>.  70  (ltib'.i). 
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DE  MESTRE   v.  WEST. 

Judicial  Committee  of  Puivy  Council.     1891. 

[Reported  [1891]  A.  C.  '264.] 

AiriAi.  from  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  (March  11,  1889). 

The  appellants'  statement  of  claim,  which  was  dated  the  29th  of 
March,  1888,  claimed  in  substance  that  the  trusts  of  a  certain  settle- 
ment of  the  1 6th  of  March,  1838,  might  be  declared  and  established, 
and  that  the  appellant,  Mrs.  De  Mestre,  might  be  declared,  after  the 
death  of  the  respondent  Harriet  Sherwin,  to  one-fifth  of  certain  lands 
comprised  in  the  settlement.  The  question  between  the  parties  was 
whether  George  Taylor  Rowe  (the  father  of  Mrs.  De  Mestre)  was  within 
the  consideration  for  the  settlement,  or  whether  (as  the  court  below 
decided)  the  settlement  was  a  voluntary  one  as  regards  the  interest 
taken  by  him  under  the  settlement. 

The  settlement  in  question  had  been  lost.  But  the  court  held  it  as 
proved  to  have  been  made,  on  the  marriage  of  Harriet  Sherwin  with 
Thomas  Deane  Rowe,  between  William  Henry  Moore  of  the  first  part ; 
Harriet  Sherwin,  then  Harriet  Hanks,  of  the  second  part;  Thomas 
Deane  Rowe  of  the  third  part;  and  W.  W.  T.  Dowling  of  the, fourth 
part.  Thereby  two  parcels  of  land  in  New  South  Wales,  the  property 
of  Harriet  Hanks,  were  settled  after  the  marriage  to  the  use  of  herself 
for  life,  then  to  the  use  of  T.  D.  Rowe  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  them  to  the  use  of  the  said  George  Taylor  Rowe,  their 
illegitimate  son,  for  life,  and  after  his  death  to  the  use  of  all  the  chil- 
dren of  the  said  George  Taylor  Rowe  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.  The 
two  parcels  of  land  had  been  granted  in  fee  simple  to  Harriet  Hanks 
by  the  Government  in  1831,  conditionally  on  payment  of  certain  yearly 
quit-rents,  and  on  the  erection  by  her  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  of  per- 
manent dwelling-houses,  stores,  or  other  suitable  buildings,  and  on  the 
construction  of  drains,  and  on  conforming  to  the  Government  regula- 
tions for  the  time  being. 

At  the  date  of  the  settlement  George  Taylor  Rowe  was  unmarried, 
and  an  infant  fifteen  years  old.  The  marriage  took  place  on  the  17th» 
of  March,  1838  ;  Thomas  Deane  Rowe  died  on  the  20th  of  November, 
1838  ;  Harriet  Rowe  married  William  Sherwin  (since  deceased)  in  1839. 
George  Taylor  Rowe  died  in  1859,  having  in  1847  married  the  appellant 
Phoebe  Rowe,  and  having  had  six  children,  viz.,  the  appellant  Mrs.  De 
Mestre,  two  who  died  intestate  and  whose  interests  were  represented 
by  their  mother,  and  three  who  assigned  their  interests  to  the  respon- 
dent Harriet  Sherwin. 

In  1848  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Sherwin  and  George  Taylor  Rowe  mortgaged 
the  said  two  pieces  of  land  to  Mrs.  West,  the  mother  of  the  respondent 
West ;  and  in  1853  the  same  parties  executed  a  second  conveyance  of 
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the  same  property  for  the  purpose  of  barring  and  defeating  ever)*  estate 
tail  at  law  or  in  equity  of  the  conveying  parties. 

In  ISO'J  Mrs.  West  executed  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  the  said  lands 
to  a  trustee  for  the  respondent  John  "West. 

To  the  appellants'  statement  of  claim  the  respondent  Harriet  Sherwin 
put  in  no  defence.  But  the  respondent  John  West  pleaded  that  if  the 
settlement  of  1838  was  made  as  alleged,  it  was  a  voluntary  deed  liable 
to  be  defeated  b}-  subsequent  sales  for  value,  and  submitted  that  his 
mother  was  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  the  settlement  or  of 
the  equities  of  the  appellants  thereunder. 

The  primary  judge  in  equity  dismissed  the  appellants'  suit  with  costs, 
on  the  ground  that  the  ultimate  remainder  after  the  life  of  the  said 
George  Taylor  Rowe  in  favor  of  his  unborn  children  was  voluntary,  and 
as  such  had  been  avoided  by  the  conveyance  for  value  to  Mrs.  AVest. 

Sir  Horace  Davey,  Q.  C,  and  Alexander  Young,  for  the  appellants. 

Hiyby,  Q.  C,  and  O  Clare,  for  the  respondent  West. 

Arthur  Young,  for  Mrs.  Sherwin  and  De  Mcstre. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Eabl  Selbokne.  Their  Lordships  have  considered  the  arguments 
addressed  to  them  in  this  case,  and  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  will  be  their  duty  to  advise  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the  judgment 
appealed  from. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  the  history  of  the  law  upon  this  subject. 
The  general  rule  has  long  been  settled,  that  a  voluntary  conveyance, 
even  though  from  the  most  honest  motives  and  the  most  moral  consid- 
erations, may  be  defeated,  according  to  the  construction  which  has  been 
placed  upon  the  Statute  of  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  by  a  subsequent  conveyance  to 
a  purchaser  for  value  such  as  was  made  in  this  case.  It  has  also  been 
determined  in  a  manner  which  it  would  be  too  late  now  to  attempt  to 
review, — in  the  case,  amongst  others,  of  Sutton  v.  Chetwynd,  .">  Mer. 
249;  and  in  the  Irish  case  of  Cormick  v.  Trapaud,  6  Dow,  GO,  both 
decided  by  the  House  of  Lords  —  that  this  rule  is  applicable  to  limita- 
tions in  favor  of  volunteers  under  marriage  settlements.    Therefore,  as 

the  law  is  so  settled,  some  special  reason,  consistent  with  thai  law, 
musl  1><-  shown  for  taking  any  particular  case  out  of  the  rule.  Whether 
their  Lordships  would  have  established  such  a  rule  had  the  matter  been 
new  i-  not  the  question. 

The  case  which  has  been  mainly  relied  upon  as  an  authority  for  allow- 
ing  this   appeal    is   one   in    the   Court  of  Exchequer,  of   Dickenson  v. 
Wright,  5  II.  iv  N.  401,  which  was  affirmed  in  the  Courl  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  under  the  title  of  Clarkt  \.    Wright,  r,  n.  &  n.  849.     Their 
;         hips  probably  would  agree  that,  if  thai  caseoughl  to  he  followed, 

it  mighl    he   an   authority  in    support    of  the    present    appeal.      I'.ut   they 

observe  not  only  that  Lord  St.  Leonards,  in  editions  of  his  hook  on 
Vendors  and  Purchasers,  later  than  Clarke?.  Wright,  bu!  subsequent 
Judges  — Vice-Chancellor  Hall,  a  great  judge  in  this  branch  of  the  law 

especially,  and  the  present    Lord  Justice    Kay  — have  unfavorably  criti- 
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thai  decision.  And,  when  the  reasons  given  tor  that  decision  and 
the  Btate  of  opinion  apparent  from  the  report  of  what  took  place  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  come  to  be  examined,  it  seems  to  their 
Lordships  impossible  that  it  can  be  supported.  In  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, where  the  judgment  was  given  by  Baron  Channell,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  court  proceeded  upon  the  view  that  the  case  of  New  stead 
s  .  \  Atk.  264,  was  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that  a  set- 

tlement, by  a  widow  about  to  marry,  upon  her  children  by  a  former 
marriage  is  good  against  a  subsequent  mortgagee,  putting  it  in  that 
general  way.  without  any  reference  to  any  more  special  reasons.  And 
no  doubt,  if  that  had  been  so,  it  would  have  been  difficult  to  resist  the 
conclusion  drawn  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  by  parity  of  reason- 
ing the  same  rule  would  apply  in  favor  of  an  illegitimate  child.  Clayton 
v.  Lor<l  Wilton,  6  M.  &  S.  67,  was  also  referred  to  by  the  same 
learned  judge  as  having  determined  that  a  limitation  in  a  marriage  set- 
tlement to  the  children  of  a  possible  second  marriage  is  good,  without 
reference  to  special  circumstances.  Unless  the  view  so  taken  of  those 
previous  authorities  of  Newstead  v.  Searles  and  Clayton  v.  Lord 
Wilton  was  correct,  the  foundation  of  that  judgment  fails. 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  their  Lordships  find  a  very  great 
conflict  of  opinion  among  the  judges,  and  plainly  the  majority  of  the 
judges  would  have  been  for  reversing  the  judgment  below  if  they  had 
not  taken  the  same  view  of  Newstead  v.  Searles  and  Clayton  v.  Lord 
Wilton  which  was  taken  by  Channell,  B.  No  doubt  two  very  learned 
judges  in  that  court,  Blackburn,  J.,  and  Willes,  J.,  put  the  case  upon 
a  different  ground,  and  endeavored  to  explain  in  a  different  way  the 
decisions  in  Newstead  v.  Searles  and  Clayton  v.  Lord  Wilton;  the 
ground  taken  by  them  being  apparently  this,  that  if  it  can  be  inferred 
from  circumstances  that  the  parties  had  specially  in  view,  when  they 
made  their  agreement,  provision  to  be  made  for  persons  who  would 
otherwise  have  been  volunteers,  they  were  no  longer  volunteers,  be- 
cause it  was  a  matter  of  special  bargain,  although  there  might  be  no 
other  valuable  consideration  for  that  agreement  than  the  marriage.  In 
other  words,  that,  although  prima  facie  provisions  in  favor  of  collaterals 
in  marriage  settlements  were  not  within  the  marriage  consideration,  yet 
they  might  always  be  brought  within  it  if  the  parties  so  intended.  No 
other  authority  was  cited  in  favor  of  that  proposition  ;  and,  if  sound,  it 
would  go  far  to  destroy  the  general  rule  ;  for  it  is  recited  in  almost  every 
marriage  settlement  that  all  the  provisions  made  by  it,  whether  for  the 
parties  themselves  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  or  for  any  one  else,  are 
made  pursuant  to  agreement.  And  if,  as  Blackburn,  J.,  appears  to 
have  thought,  the  acceptance  by  a  husband  of  interests  in  his  wife's 
property,  different  from  those  which  the  law  would  have  given  him  if 
there  had  been  a  marriage  without  any  settlement,  would  be  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  support  limitations  to  collaterals  against  a  purchaser 
for  value,  this,  or  something  equivalent,  may  be  said  to  occur  in  every 
case  in  which  any  property  of  the  wife  is  brought  into  settlement.    Nor 
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do  their  Lordships  think  that  the  omission  to  provide  in  a  marriage  set- 
tlement for  all  or  some  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage  can  operate  as  a 
consideration  in  favor  of  persons  provided  for  by  it  who  would  other- 
wise be  volunteers.  The  majority  of  the  judges,  in  Clarke  v.  Wright, 
differed  from  Blackburn,  J.,  on  these  points  ;  and  if  Newsteadx.  Searles 
and  Clayton  v.  Lord  Wilton  had  been  understood  as  their  Lordships 
understood  those  cases,  Clarke  v.  Wright  would  not  have  been  decided 
as  it  was. 

Under  those  circumstances  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  their 
duty  to  advise  Her  Majesty  in  accordance  with  the  view  which  they 
themselves  take  of  JVcicstead  x.  Searles  and  Clayton  v.  Lord  Wilton, 
and  which  was  taken  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Mackie  v.  Herbertson, 
9  App.  Cas.  303.  The  order  of  the  limitations  in  both  those  cases  was 
such,  that  the  limitations  which  were  not  within  the  marriage  considera- 
tion were  covered  by  those  which  were,  so  that  those  which  were  within 
the  marriage  consideration  could  not  take  effect  in  the  form  and  man- 
ner provided  by  the  instrument  without  also  giving  effect  to  the  others. 
It  was  on  that  ground,  and  not  from  any  special  favor  to  provisions  for 
the  benefit  of  children  who  were  not  issue  of  the  marriage,  that  their 
Lordships  consider  both  those  cases  to  have  been  determined.  If  simi- 
lar circumstances  should  occur  in  any  other  case,  it  may  be  inferred 
from  what  was  said  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Mackie  v.  Ilerbertson 
that  the  same  principle  would  be  applied  ;  and  indeed  the  principle 
seems  to  be  clear ;  for  the  settlement  in  any  such  case  could  not 
be  defeated  without  defeating  the  interests  of  children  unquestionably 
within  the  consideration  of  marriage.  There  is  no  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  under  the  Statute  a  particular  limitation  can  be  picked 
out  of  the  middle  of  a  settlement,  or  the  shares  of  some  persons  who 
would  take  pari  passu  with  others  according  to  the  terms  of  the  settle- 
ment picked  out,  in  order  to  be  destroyed,  in  favor  of  a  subsequent 
purchaser;  leaving  subsequent  or  concurrent  interests  of  persons  who 
win;  within  the  consideration  of  marriage  under  the  same  settlement 
undisturbed. 

The  only  question  in  their  Lordships'  view  which  remains  is,  whether 
in  this  case  there  are  special  circumstances  which  bring  it  within  the 
principle  of  Newstead  v.  Searles  and  Clayton  v.  Lord  Wilton,  so 
understood.  The  property  settled  was  that  of  the  wife  only.  No  con- 
sideration, except  that  of  marriage,  proceeded  from  the  husband.  There 
is  an  ultimate  limitation  of  the  property  which  the  wile  is  herself  set- 
tling to   le-r   heir-,  subjeel    to   ;i  general  power  of  appoint  incut .  not  in 

(avor  of  any  particular  persons  within  the  marriage  consideration,  but 
in  those  genera]  forms  in  which  it  may  be  said  that  in  almost  all  settle- 
ments the  ultimate  undisposed  of  and  unsettled  interest  Is  reserved  back 
to  the  seti  lor.  or  subject  to  the  appointment  of  the  senior.  It  seems  to 
their  Lordships  impossible  to  hold,  that  this  is  enough  to  bring  a  case 
within  the  principle  of  Nt  ir:f>  ad  v.  *•  a/rli  s.  Then  does  the  interposed 
provision  about  raising  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  illegitimate  sou  of 
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the  wife  during  the  lifetime  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them, 
make  any  difference  ?  However  that  provision  ought  to  be  construed, 
it  was  only  a  power  to  raise  a  sum  not  exceeding  a  certain  amount, 
during  a  certain  period  of  time,  which  is  not  alleged  to  have  been,  and 
which  their  Lordships  must  assume  not  to  have  been,  executed.  Their 
Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  determine  whether  Mr.  George 
Taylor  Rowc,  the  illegitimate  son,  could  have  insisted  on  the  exercise 
of  that  power,  if  he  had  claimed  to  have  it  executed  in  his  favor,  or  not. 
lie  is  dead,  and  the  question  is  not  with  him  ;  but  it  is  with  those  who 
come  last  in  the  order  of  the  settlement,  —  his  issue.  It  was  not  for 
them  that  this  money  was  to  have  been  raised,  if  it  had  been  raised  at 
all.  No  doubt  if  it  had  been  raised  they  would  have  had  an  ultimate 
interest  in  it  under  the  settlement ;  but  in  the  present  suit  no  claim  is 
made  on  the  footing  that  it  ought  to  have  been  raised.  Their  Lord- 
ships think,  therefore,  that  there  are  not  in  this  settlement  any  special 
provisions  sufficient  to  bring  it  within  JVeiostead  v.  Searles  ;  and  that 
the  court  below  was  right  in  holding  the  case  to  fall  within  the  general 
rule.  The  appeal  must  therefore  be  dismissed,  and  their  Lordships  will 
so  advise  Her  Majesty.  The  appellants  will  pay  to  the  respondent 
"West  his  costs  of  this  appeal. 


ANDERSON  v.   ROBERTS. 

New  York  Court  for  the  Correction  of  Errors.     1820. 

[Reported  18  Johns.  515.] 

Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery.  The  bill  stated,  that  Robert 
Roberts,  being  a  creditor  of  William  Griffith,  with  a  view  to  secure 
some  part  of  his  debt,  on  the  2 2d  March,  1810,  purchased  a  bond  and 
mortgage  executed  by  Griffith  to  Aaron  Lyon  ;  the  mortgage  being  on 
part  of  a  lot  of  ground  in  the  village  of  Newburgh,  and  was  registered 
on  the  29th  of  May,  1806.  Roberts  having  paid  L.  the  consideration  of 
214  dollars  and  25  cents,  and  received  an  assignment  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  took  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  together  with  the 
residue  of  the  lot,  and  the  house  thereon,  and  let  the  same  to  Hector 
BI'Leod,  who  entered  into  possession  thereof,  as  his  tenant.  Benjamin 
Taylor,  who  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  G.  on  the  14th  of  May, 
1808,  for  128  dollars  and  10  cents,  issued  an  execution  thereon,  by 
virtue  of  which  the  premises  were  sold  by  the  sheriff,  at  public  auction, 
to  the  highest  bidder,  Samuel  Boyd,  for  thirty  dollars,  and  the  sheriff 
executed  a  deed  of  the  premises,  accordingly,  to  B.,  who  made  the  pur- 
chase merely  as  trustee  for  the  respondent,  Roberts.  The  bill  further 
stated,  that  G.  being  indebted  to  several  creditors,  and  there  being  suits 
pending  against  him,  in  order  to  defraud  his  other  creditors,  did,  on  the 
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20th  of  January,  1820,  conve}'  the  mortgaged  premises  to  one  Sarah 
Johnson,  for  the  nominal  consideration  of  2,000  dollars,  and,  by  another 
deed,  conveyed  to  her  the  other  part  of  the  lot  for  the  nominal  consid- 
eration of  1,500  dollars.  The  bill  charged  that  these  conveyances  were 
collusive  and  fraudulent;  and  that  S.  J.  never  having  paid  any  consid- 
eration for  them,  she  was  a  mere  trustee  for  W.  G. ;  and  that  the  land 
was,  afterwards,  reconve}'ed  to  him,  before  Isaac  Clason  obtained  his 
judgment  against  Sarah  Johnson  ;  and  that  he  continued  to  possess  and 
enjoy  the  property  as  his  own  after  those  conveyances.  That,  in  1811, 
the  defendants  pretending  to  claim  the  land  under  a  deed  from  the 
sheriff,  on  a  sale  of  the  premises,  the  1st  of  January,  1810,  by  virtue 
of  an  execution  on  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Isaac  Clason  against  S. 
Johnson,  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  M'Leod,  and  obtained 
a  verdict  against  him,  on  producing  the  deed  from  the  sheriff,  and  prov- 
ing that  on  the  1st  of  May,  1810,  M'Leod  took  a  lease  from  the  ap- 
pellants. The  bill  charged  that  the  lease  so  taken  by  M.  from  the 
appellants,  being  after  he  became  tenant  to  the  respondents,  was  void, 
and  the  attornment  fraudulent.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  conveyances 
from  W.  G.  to  S.  J.  might  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that 
the  sheriff's  deed  to  the  appellants,  and  all  other  deeds  from  S.  J.,  or 
any  grantees  under  her,  to  the  appellants,  of  the  premises,  or  any  parts 
thereof,  might  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and  be  delivered  up  to 
be  cancelled,  and  that  all  proper  parties  might  release  to  the  respondent 
R.  and  for  an  injunction,  &c. 

The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  denied  all  knowledge  of  the  claim 
of  the  respondents  against  G.  They  admitted  the  mortgage  from  G. 
to  Lyon,  but  alleged  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the  assignment  to 
Roberts,  or  of  any  lease  from  him  to  M'Leod  ;  and  denied  that  Roberts 
had  any  possession,  legal  or  constructive,  of  the  premises.  They 
averred,  that  there  was  no  judgment  against  G.  when  he  conveyed 
the  premises  to  Sarah  Johnson.  That  B.  S.  Anderson,  and  S.  B. 
and  N.  Lord,  were;  present  at  fhe  sale  by  the  sheriff,  under  Taylor's 
judgment;  and  that  the}'  were  informed  by  Anderson  of  his  purchase 
under  Clason'a  judgment;  that  the  judgment  of  Clason  was  obtained 
againsl  S.  J.  the  15th  of  May,  1809,  for  846  dollars  and  88  cents  ;  and 
on  the  1 3  th  of  December,  1809,  the  premises  were  sold  under  au  execu 
tion  on  that  judgment,  subject  to  all  prior  encumbrances ;  P>.  Anderson, 
appellant,  became  the  purchaser,  for  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents,  and  his 
father,  J.  A.,  became  jointly  concerned  with  him  in  the  purchase.  S.J. 
had  executed  a  mortgage  of  the  premises  to  l».  Stansbury,  for  196  dol- 
lars and  88  cents  ;  and  W.  King  had  some  equitable  claim  on  the  prop« 
erty;  and  the  appellants  agreed  to  pay  8.  J.  167  dollars,  and  take  a 
release,  or  quit-claim,  of  ber  righl  ;  to  discharge  Stanburj  's  moi ; 
and  pay  \v.  K.  300  dollars  for  his  lien,  which  was  accordingly  done,  <>n 
the  2Nt  of  .March,  1810.  The  appellants  alleged  thai  they  had  uol  heard 
of  the  claim  of  the  respondents,  until  after  Lhey  had  paid  all  these  Bums 

i  Read,  1808.     See  ».  c.  3  Jolms.  Ch.  87L  —  Ki>. 
vol.  vi.  —  17 
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of  money,  and  denied  all  notice,  and  every  charge  of  fraud  or  collusion  ; 
and  claimed  to  bold,  as  bona  fid<  purchasers,  without  notice.  That 
tlh\  tendered  to  the  respondent,  Roberts,  250  dollars,  the  amount  of 
the  mortgage  to  him,  &c. 

A  ■  plication  was  put  in,  and  witnesses  examined,  and  proofs  taken 
by  the  parties.  The  material  points  proved,  appear  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court. 

The  cause  was  brought  to  a  hearing  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in 
June,  1818.  The  Chancellor  decreed  that  the  two  deeds  to  Sarah 
Johnson  were  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  to 
be  quieted  against  any  claims  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  under 
those  deeds,  and  that  a  perpetual  injunction  be  issued  for  that 
purpose. 

The  Chancellor  assigned  his  reasons  for  the  decree.  ( Vide  s.  c. 
3  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  371.) 

Mitchill  and  Burr,  for  the  appellants. 

Boyd  and  S.  Jones,  Jr.,  contra. 

Spencer,  C.  J.  The  principal  question  which  has  been  discussed, 
is  not  free  from  difficult)'.  It  is  one  that  ought  to  be  definitely  settled. 
Indeed,  it  is  matter  of  surprise,  that  a  Statute  of  such  long  standing  as 
the  13th  of  Eliz.  c.  5,  should  not  have  received  a  settled  construction 
in  the  English  courts.  The  want  of  authority  on  this  point  makes 
neither  for  nor  against  either  of  the  parties.  The  second  section  of 
our  Statute  (1  N.  R.  L.  75),  for  the  prevention  of  frauds,  is  a  tran- 
script, substantially,  from  the  13th  of  Eliz.  c.  5  ;  and  the  3d  section  of 
the  same  Statute  is  a  transcript  of  the  27th  of  Eliz.  c.  4.  To  both  the 
British  Statutes  there  was  nearly  the  same  proviso  as  is  contained 
in  the  Gth  section  of  our  Statute.  It  provides  and  enacts  that  the  Act, 
or  anything  contained  therein,  shall  not  extend  or  be  construed  to  im- 
peach, defeat,  make  void,  or  frustrate  any  conveyance,  &c.  of,  in,  to, 
or  out  of  any  lands,  &c,  goods  or  chattels,  at  any  time  heretofore  had 
or  made,  or  to  be  made,  upon  or  for  good  consideration,  and  bona  fide, 
to  iiny  person,  &c,  not  having  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance  or  assur- 
ance made,  any  manner  of  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  covin,  fraud,  or 
collusion  as  aforesaid. 

The  Chancellor  admits  the  law  to  be  settled,  that  under  the  27th  of 
Eliz.  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice,  from 
a  voluntary  or  fraudulent  grantee,  shall  be  preferred  to  a  subsequent 
purchaser,  for  valuable  consideration  from  the  original  grantor.  The 
cases  he  has  cited  show  that  such  has  been  the  uniform  construction  of 
cases  arising  under  the  27th  of  Eliz.  Sugden  (Law  of  Vendors,  436) 
and  Newland  (On  Contracts,  404)  consider  this  construction  as  entirely 
settled.  But  the  Chancellor  is  of  opinion  that  a  different  rule  of  con- 
struction prevails  under  the  13th  of  Eliz.,  which  protects  creditors  from 
fraudulent  conveyances  by  their  debtors.  His  idea  is,  that  the  Statute, 
in  it-  enacting  clause,  operates  on  the  deed  from  the  fraudulent  debtor, 
and  that  the  proviso  in  the  Act  applies  to  that  original  conveyance  from 
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the  debtor,  and  saves  it.  when  made  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  for  val- 
uable consideration  ;  and  that  such  a  conveyance  is  supported  by  the 
proviso,  however  fraudulent  the  intention  of  the  grantor  may  be  ;  that 
the  original  deed  from  the  debtor  to  a  fraudulent  grantee,  is  utterly  void 
as  to  creditors,  and,  as  against  them,  the  grantee  can  make  no  con- 
veyance, for  he  has  no  title,  as  against  them,  on  the  ground  that  the 
proviso  does  not  extend  to  such  subsequent  conveyance  by  the  fraudu- 
lent grantee.  He  thinks  that  the  contrary  doctrine  would  defeat  the 
policy  of  the  Act ;  and  that  there  is  no  analogy  between  a  conveyance 
by  the  grantee  under  the  27th,  and  under  the  13th  of  Eliz.,  for,  in  the 
former  case,  he  has  a  good  title  until  the  conveyance  from  him,  or  from 
the  first  grantor  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  takes  place  ;  whereas,  in  the 
latter  case,  his  title  as  against  the  creditor  was  absolutely  void  from  the 
beginning.  I  cannot  assent  to  the  correctness  of  these  positions.  On 
the  contrary,  it  appears  to  me,  there  is  a  strong,  close,  and  decisive 
analogy  between  the  two  Statutes  ;  and  the  proviso  in  the  6th  section 
of  our  Statute,  illustrates  the  sense  of  the  Legislature,  that  the  same 
construction  is  applicable  to  both  the  Statutes.  It  has  been  suggested 
by  the  Chancellor,  that  in  the  revision  of  our  laws,  the  provisos  to  the 
British  Statutes  were  consolidated  in  the  6th  section  of  our  Statute  ; 
and  that  the  principle  is,  that  the  construction  is  to  be  the  same  since, 
as  before  the  revision.  I  apprehend,  that  the  provisos  to  both  Statutes 
are  alike,  and  that  there  never  has  been  a  difference  of  construction 
upon  them.  Indeed,  it  has  been  admitted  on  all  hands,  that  we  are 
entirely  without  decisions  in  the  English  courts,  upon  the  13th  of  Eliz. 
The  main  position  on  which  the  difference  of  construction  rests,  is, 
that  the  original  deed  from  the  debtor  to  a  fraudulent  grantee,  is 
''utterly  void"  as  to  creditors.  This  ground  entirely  fails,  for  the 
Statute  of  27th  of  Eliz.  provides,  that  all  conveyances  made  to  defraud 
purchasers,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  "  utterly  void,  frustrate, 
and  of  none  effect."  It  is  true,  that  there  maybe  (his  difference  be- 
tween the  Statutes;  a  conveyance  to  defraud  purchasers,  generally 
operates  only  on  those  who  purchase  of  the  original  grantor,  subsequent 
to  the  fraudulent  conveyance;  whereas,  a  conveyance  to  defraud  crcd- 
Itora  may.  and  in  most  cases  is,  intended  to  defraud  existing  creditors; 
but  it  is  an  undeniable  proposition,  and  such  has  been  the  uniform 
course  of  decision,  that  the  Statute  of  13th  of  Eliz.  equally  protects 
creditors  whose  debts  accrue  subsequent  to  the  fraudulent  conveyance, 
as  those  whose  debts  were  due  when  it  was  made;  and  I  cannot  per- 
ceive the  least  difference  between  a  conveyance  to  defraud  subsequent 
creditors,  and  h  conveyance  to  defraud  subsequent  purchasers.  The 
18th  of  Eliz.  declares  .-i  conveyance  to  lie  void  only  as  against  creditors, 
attempted  to  be  defrauded,  whilst  the  27th  of  Eliz.  declares  tin; 
conveyance  to  be  raid  only  as  against  those  who  have  purchased,  or 
may  purchase;  but.  as  against  the  fraudulent  grantors,  in  both  cases, 
the  conveyances  an-  valid  and  effectual,  and  wholly  unaffected  by  the 
provisions  of  cither  Statute.      What   becomes,  then,  of  the  estate,  and 
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in  whom  is  it  vested,  after  a  conveyance  made  to  deceive  existing 
creditors,  or  those  who  become  creditors  subsequent  to  the  fraudulent 
conveyance?  As  against  the  grantors,  the  conveyance  is  effectual. 
Subsequent  creditors  having  no  debt  due  at  the  time,  the  possibility 
of  their  having  debts  cannot  prevent  the  conveyance  from  taking  effect 
Those  creditors  whose  debts  are  due,  even  if  they  have  obtained  judg- 
ments, and  acquired  a  lien,  have  gained  no  vested  interest  in  the  lands  ; 
and  they  may  be  paid,  without  resort  to  the  land  fraudulently  con- 
veyed. The  lee  is  not  in  abeyance,  and  the  inevitable  conclusion  is, 
that  the  legal  title  has  vested  in  the  fraudulent  grantee,  subject  to  be 
devested,  if  the  creditors  see  fit  to  call  in  question  the  fraudulent  con- 
veyance,  and  after  the  creditor  has  proceeded  to  sell,  on  execution,  the 
lands  thus  fraudulently  conveyed.  This  was  so  decided  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  Osborne  v.  Moss,  7  Johns.  Rep.  161,  and  in  Ilawes 
v.  Leader,  Cro.  Jac.  270,  and  Yelv.  19G.  In  both  cases,  it  was  de- 
eided.  that  if  goods  were  conveyed  to  defraud  creditors,  the  convey- 
ance was  void  only  as  against  them,  but  remained  good  as  against  the 
party,  his  executors  and  administrators. 

In  my  judgment,  the  error  of  those  who  assert,  that  a  fraudulent 
grantee  under  the  13th  of  Eliz.  takes  no  estate,  because  the  deed  is 
declared  to  be  utterly  void,  consists  in  not  correctly  discriminating  be- 
tween a  deed  which  is  an  absolute  nullity,  and  one  which  is  void- 
able onby.  No  deed  can  be  pronounced,  in  a  legal  sense,  utterly  void, 
which  is  valid  as  to  some  persons,  but  may  be  avoided,  at  the  election 
of  others.  In  2  Lilly's  Abr.  807,  and  Baa  .Abr.  tit.  Void  and  Void- 
able, we  have  the  true  distinction.  A  thing  is  void  which  is  done 
against  law,  at  the  very  time  of  doing  it,  and  where  no  person  is  bound 
by  the  act ;  but  a  thing  is  voidable  which  is  done  b}'  a  person  who 
ought  not  to  have  done  it,  but  who,  nevertheless,  cannot  avoid  it  him- 
self, after  it  is  done.  Bacon  classes  under  the  head  of  acts  which  are 
absolutely  void,  to  all  purposes,  the  bond  of  a  feme  covert,  an  infant, 
and  a  person  non  compos  mentis,  after  an  office  found,  and  bonds  given 
for  the  performance  of  illegal  acts.  He  considers  a  fraudulent  gift  void, 
as  to  some  persons  only,  and  says  it  is  good  as  to  the  donor,  and  void 
as  to  creditors.  Whenever  the  act  done  takes  effect  as  to  some  pur- 
poses, and  is  void  as  to  persons  wdio  have  an  interest  in  impeaching 
it,  the  act  is  not  a  nullity,  and  therefore,  in  a  legal  sense,  is  not  utterly 
void,  but  merely  voidable.  Another  test  of  a  void  act  or  deed,  is  that 
every  stranger  may  take  advantage  of  it,  but  not  of  a  voidable  one. 
2  Leo.  218.  Viner,  tit.  Void  and  Voidable,  A.  pi.  11.  Again;  a 
thing  may  be  void  in  several  degrees  :  1.  Void,  so  as  if  never  done,  to 
all  purposes,  so  as  all  persons  ma)-  take  advantage  thereof;  2.  Void 
to  some  purposes  only ;  3.  So  void  by  operation  of  law,  that  he  that 
will  have  the  benefit  of  it,  may  make  it  good.  Viner,  tit.  Void  and 
Voidable,  A.  pi.  18.  In  lJrigy  v.  Adams,  2  Salk.  G74,  the  defendant 
justified  as  an  officer,  under  a  ca.  sa.,  on  a  judgment  in  the  Common 
Pleas,  upon  a  verdict  of  os.,  for  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  Bristol. 
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The  plaintiff  replied,  the  private  Act  of  Parliament,  for  erecting  the 
Court  of  Conscience  in  Bristol,  wherein  was  a  clause,  that  if  any  per- 
son bring  such  action  in  any  of  the  courts  at  Westminster,  and  it  ap- 
peared upon  trial  to  be  under  40s.,  that  no  judgment  should  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiff;  and  that  if  it  be  entered,  that  it  shall  be  void.  Upon 
demurrer,  the  question  was,  whether  the  judgment  was  so  far  void,  that 
the  party  should  take  advantage  of  it  in  this  collateral  action.  The 
court  held,  that  it  was  not  void,  but  voidable  only,  by  plea  or  writ  of 
error.  Upon  authority,  therefore,  I  insist,  that  the  expressions  in  the 
Statutes  of  13th  and  27th  of  Eliz.,  that  conveyances,  in  contravention 
of  those  Statutes,  shall  be  deemed  utterly  void,  &c,  must  necessarily 
be  construed,  as  voidable  only  by  the  party  aggrieved.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  the  construction  upon  the  27th  Eliz.,  in  which  the  same  words  are 
used,  is  applicable  to  the  13th  of  Eliz.  In  the  present  case,  the 
respondents  claim  the  premises  under  a  judgment  obtained  against 
Griffith,  the  fraudulent  grantor,  subsequent  to  the  fraudulent  convey- 
ance to  Sarah  Johnson  ;  so  that,  when  tho  deed  was  given  to  her,  there 
was  no  lien  on  the  estate  conveyed,  and  it  was  a  matter  of  entire  con- 
tingency, whether  the  property  conveyed  would  be  necessary  to  pay 
that  debt. 

This  point  has  been  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court,  in  the  case  of 
Jackson,  ex  dem.  Merrit  v.  Terry,  13  Johns.  Rep.  471.  The  plaintiff 
deduced  a  title  under  A.  Turner  to  J.  Turner,  for  the  consideration  of  400 
dollars,  by  a  deed  dated  the  24th  of  September,  1804,  and  a  deed  from 
J.  Turner  to  the  lessor,  dated  the  9th  of  April,  180G.  The  defendant 
gave  in  evidence  a  judgment,  on  the  fourth  Tuesday  of  September,  1804, 
in  favor  of  one  Hubbard,  against  A.  Turner,  and  a  sale  under  an  exe- 
cution thereon,  to  one  Wood,  on  the  10th  of  April,  1805.  Thompson, 
C.  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court,  admitted  that  the  conveyance 
from  A.  Turner  to  J.  Turner,  was  a  gross  fraud,  and  made  expressly  to 
avoid  Hubbard's  judgment ;  but  that  the  lessor,  being  a  bona  fid\  pur- 
chaser (Void  .1.  Turner,  without  knowledge  of  the  fraud,  lie  was  not  to  be 
prejudiced  by  it ;  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiff.  In  the  case 
of  the  lessor  of  Warily  v.  UTAnuUy,  \  testes'  Rep.  '.*•">,  it  was  decided 
that  a  voluntary  conveyance  t<>  defraud  creditors,  passed  the  estate  to 
the  grantee  ;  and  that  the  lands  conveyed  were,  in  his  hands,  subject 
to  his  creditors. 

The  Chancellor  adopts  the  reasoning  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of 
Errors   in  Connecticut,  in    Preston   v.   ('rofut,  1  Con.   Rep.  527.  note. 

Thai  case  was  very  ably  discussed  by  whose  who  maintained  different 
opinions;  and,  it  is  manifest,  that  it  was  decided  on  the  peculiar  >tnn-- 
tmv  <.f  the  Statute,  whicb  was  taken  from  the  I8tb  of  Eliz.,  of  that 
State,  without  the  proviso.  The  counsel  who  argued  for  the  party  who 
had  judgment,  expressly  admit,  thai  had  the  proviso  to  the  18th  Eliz. 
been  annexed  to  their  Statute,  it  would  have  precluded  all  controversy 
on  the  subject ;  and  the  same  counsel  admit,  that  a  sale  on  good  con- 
ration,  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors,  to  one  who  is  ignorant  of 
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the  intent.  Is  valid,  under  their  Statute;  although  such  a  case  is  cm- 
braced  in  the  general  words  of  the  proviso,  in  the  13th  <»('  Eliz.,  though 
for  that  only,  the  proviso  would  have  been  unnecessary.  The  reason 
(they  argued)  <*f  providing  for  a  subsequent  purchaser,  must  have  re- 
sulted from  the  very  construction  of  the  enacting  clause  for  which  they 
contend,  and  the  same  construction  would  render  any  proviso  for  the 
immediate  vendee  of  the  debtor  unnecessary.  In  the  latter  case,  the 
ven  lee  takes  from  one  who  has  a  title  to  convey  :  in  the  former,  the  title 
<A'  the  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser  being  intercepted,  by  the  enact- 
ing clause,  a  proviso  is  necessary  to  give  efficacy  to  the  deed.  My 
opinion,  in  Sands  v.  Hildreth,  14  Johns.  Rep.  499,  has  been  referred 
to.  to  show  that  I  considered  a  deed  given  by  a  debtor,  with  a  view  to 
defraud  his  creditors,  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  as  protected  by  the  Gth 
section  of  our  Statute.  I  agree  with  the  counsel  whose  arguments  I 
have  quoted,  that  the  expressions  of  the  proviso  were  broad  enough  to 
embrace  such  a  case ;  but  I  never  was  of  the  opinion,  that  the  common 
law,  or  the  Statute  of  13th  of  Eliz.,  without  the  proviso,  would  have 
affected  a  deed,  where,  though  the  intention  of  the  grantor  was  fraudu- 
lent, yet  the  grantee  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  valuable  consider- 
ation. That  case  did  not  call  for  the  expression  of  an  opinion  upon  such 
a  case  as  the  present.  The  terms  of  the  proviso  are  broad  and  ex- 
tensive: they  apply  to  any  conveyance,  whether  from  the  fraudulent 
grantor,  or  fraudulent  grantee.  It  meant  to  protect  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser for  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  of  the  fraud,  from  the 
operation  of  the  Statute.  This,  it  appears  to  me,  is  manifest,  as  well 
from  the  internal  evidence  of  the  proviso,  as  from  the  plainest  maxims 
of  equity  and  justice.  By  the  proviso,  the  Act,  or  anything  contained 
in  it,  shall  not  extend,  or  be  construed  to  impeach,  defeat,  &c,  any 
conveyance  of  any  lands  made  upon  good  consideration  and  bona  fide, 
to  any*  person,  not  having,  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance  to  him  made, 
any  manner  of  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  covin,  fraud,  or  collusion, 
as  is  aforesaid.  The  enacting  clause  had  pronounced  as  fraudulent  and 
void,  those  conveyances  onVy  which  are  devised  and  continued,  of  malice, 
fraud,  covin,  collusion,  or  guile,  to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  creditors, 
&c. ;  and,  most  certainly,  it  contemplated  two  parties  to  the  collusion 
and  fraud,  the  grantor  and  the  grantee.  The  words  in  the  proviso, 
notice  or  knowledge  of  such  covin,  fraud,  and  collusion,  are  not  appli- 
cable to  the  original  parties,  but  embrace  subsequent  purchasers  only. 
Again,  the  proviso  is  general ;  it  exempts  any  conveyance  upon  good 
consideration,  and  bona  fide,  to  any  person,  not  having  notice  of  the 
fraud  or  collusion,  from  the  effects  of  the  enacting  clause.  And  why 
should  not  its  benefits  be  extended  to  any  bona  fide  purchaser  for  valu- 
able consideration,  whether  he  purchases  from  the  fraudulent  grantor 
or  the  fraudulent  grantee?  I  trust  it  has  sufficiently  appeared,  that  the 
fraudulent  grantee  takes  the  entire  interest  of  the  fraudulent  grantor; 
and  that  the  deed  is  voidable,  at  the  instance  of  the  creditor,  not  legally 
and  strictly  void.    The  general  principle  why  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  for 
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valuable  consideration,  ignorant  of  the  covin,  is  secure  in  his  purchase, 
is  well  illustrated  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6 
Cranch,  133.  He  says,  l>  If  a  suit  be  brought  to  set  aside  a  conveyance 
obtained  by  fraud,  and  the  fraud  be  clearly  proved,  the  conveyance  will 
be  set  aside  as  between  the  parties  ;  but  the  rights  of  third  persons,  who 
are  purchasers  without  notice  for  a  valuable  consideration,  cannot  be 
disregarded.  Titles,  which  according  to  every  legal  test,  are  perfect, 
are  acquired  with  the  confidence  which  is  inspired  by  the  opinion,  that 
the  purchaser  is  safe.  If  there  be  any  concealed  defect  arising  from 
the  conduct  of  those  who  had  held  the  property  long  before  he  acquired 
it,  of  which  he  had  no  notice,  that  concealed  defect  cannot  be  set  up 
against  him.  He  has  paid  his  money  for  a  title  good  at  law  ;  he  is  in- 
nocent, whatever  may  be  the  guilt  of  others,  and  equity  will  not  subject 
him  to  the  penalties  attached  to  that  guilt.  All  titles  would  be  insecure, 
and  the  intercourse  between  man  and  man  would  be  very  seriously 
obstructed,  if  this  principle  be  overturned." 

Where  the  reason  is  the  same,  the  law  must  be  the  same.  It  is  in 
vaiu  that  we  search  for  any  difference  between  a  conveyance  by  a 
fraudulent  grantee,  where  the  intention  was  to  deceive  subsequent 
purchasers,  and  a  conveyance  by  a  fraudulent  grantor,  where  the  in- 
tention was  to  defraud  present  or  future  creditors.  Some  distinctions 
have  been  attempted,  hut  they  strike  me  as  too  refined  and  subtle  for 
practical  use.  The  ground  adopted  by  the  courts,  for  protecting  bona 
fide  purchasers,  without  notice,  is  solid  and  substantial,  and  applies, 
with  equal  force,  to  both  descriptions  of  grantees.  In  Progder  v. 
Langham,  1  Sid.  133,  it  is  stated,  "  For  although  the  estate  of  the  first 
feoffor  was,  in  its  creation,  covinous,  and  so  void,  against  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration  from  the  first  feoffor,  that  feoffment  shall  be 
preferred  to  a  subsequent  feoffment  from  the  first  feoffor."  The  same 
principle  was  adopted  in  Andrew  Newport's  Case,  2  skinner.  423. 
Roberts  (Fraud,  (mi.  197),  after  citing  those  cases,  says,  "The  valu- 
able consideration,  whenever  it  occurs,  entirely  obliterates  the  fraud, 
so  that  it  can  never  again,  in  any  shape  affect  the  transaction."  The 
principle  is.  thai  although  a  <\r<-<\  be  fraudulent  in  its  creation,  yet  by 
subsequent  matter,  it  may  acquire  validity,  in  favor  of  a  purchaser,  for 
valuable  consideration.  And  where  two  persons  have  equal  equil 
the  maxim  applies,  Qui  prior  est  in  tempore  potior  est  injure.  It  was 
pertinently  observed  by  the  counsel  in  Preston  v.  Orojbt,  "Whether 
the  exposure  of  purchasers  to  the  loss  of  property  fairly  bought  of  a 

fraudulent    vendor,    was    a    greater    evil,    than    forever    to    deprive   the 

litor  of  his  claim,  after  a  i»>»<i  fid<  >alr.  was  a  question  proper  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Legislature."  In  my  judgment,  they  have  de- 
cided it  in  tav.r  of  the  purchaser  from  a  fraudulent  vendee.  1  must  he 
understood,  a.  qualifying  the  right  <>i'thc  purchaser  from  the  fraudulent 
vendee.  It  must  !»••  prior,  in  point  of  time,  to  a  Bale  for  a  valuable  con 
Bideration,  by  tin-  fraudulent  grantor;  and  it  must,  also,  \»-  prior  to  a 
sale  on  execution,  al  the  suil  of  the  creditor.    Although,  in  Jackson  v. 
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"/'  acy,  the  Bale  under  the  judgment  was  prior  to  the  deed  from  the 
fraudulent  grantee,  yet,  in  that  case,  the  registry  of  the  latter  deed 
flrst  took  place,  and  the  transaction  happened  in  a  county  where 
deeds  are  required  to  he  registered. 

In  the  present  case,  S.Johnson  gavea  mortgage  to  Daniel  Stansbury 
on  the  28th  of  March,  L8Q8,  on  the  premises,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
dollars  and  89  cents;  ami  this  mortgage  was  prior  to  Taylor's  judg- 
ment, under  which  the  respondents  claim  ;  and  it  stands  uninfected  with 
notice,  or  the  want  of  consideration. 

( me  of  the  objects  of  the  bill  was  to  be  relieved  from  the  effect  of 
the  judgment  in  ejectment  obtained  by  the  appellants  against  M'Leod. 
The  facta  are,  that  the  appellants  brought  an  ejectment  against  him  ;  he 
alone  appeared  and  defended.  The  cause  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  and 
judgment  passed  against  him.  The  respondents  insist,  that  M'Leod 
was  their  tenant,  prior  to  his  becoming  a  tenant  to  the  appellants,  and 
that  if  he  attorned  to  them,  the  attornment  was  void;  that  their  pos- 
session has  not  been  changed  ;  and  that  the  appellants  ought  not  to  be 
permitted  to  proceed  to  change  the  possession,  under  their  judgment, 
and  thereby  put  the  respondents  to  the  necessity  of  bringing  an  action 
at  law  to  recover  possession.  The  appellants  den}'  any  knowledge  of 
any  agreement  between  the  respondents  and  M'Leod,  for  leasing  the 
premises,  and  they  state  and  rely  upon  the  trial  and  judgment. 

The  Chancellor,  in  the  first  instance,  granted  an  injunction  staying 
all  proceedings  on  the  judgment  in  ejectment ;  and  the  final  decree  ren- 
ders the  injunction  perpetual.  The  objections  are,  that  M'Leod  is  not 
made  a  party  to  this  suit ;  and  had  he  been  a  party,  the  decree  would, 
nevertheless,  be  erroneous. 

It  is  an  undoubted  principle,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  relieve, 
where  the  bill  is  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  for  a  new  trial,  in  a  court  of  law. 
After  a  verdict,  a  bill  of  discovery  does  not  lie  in  support  of  a  fresh 
action.  Thus,  when  a  plaintiff,  not  being  able  to  prove  a  letter  written 
by  him  to  the  defendant,  filed  a  bill  of  discovery,  to  clear  up  the  matter, 
the  defendant  pleaded  the  verdict,  and  demurred  for  want  of  equity,  the 
plea  and  demurrer  were  allowed  (Ch.  Cases,  65  ;  8  Viner,  542).  Where 
money  was  paid  in  part,  for  goods  sold,  and  the  receipts  were  lost,  and 
the  whole  was  recovered  at  law,  a  bill  of  discovery  was  then  filed,  and 
Lord  Keeper  North  said,  "  You  come  too  late  for  a  discovery  after  ver- 
dict." But  this  question  underwent  a  very  full  and  solemn  examination 
in  this  court,  in  Simpson  v.  Hart,  14  Johns.  Rep.  G3,  and  in  the  Court 
of  Chancery  (1  Johns.  Ch.  91).  It  was  clearly  held,  in  that  case,  that 
where  courts  of  law  and  equity  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  over  a  ques- 
tion, and  it  receives  a  decision  at  law,  equity  can  no  more  re-examine 
it,  than  the  court  of  law,  in  a  similar  case,  can  re-examine  a  decree  in 
the  court  of  equity.  The  case  of  Hateman  v.  Withe,  1  Sch.  and  Lef. 
201,  was  referred  to  with  approbation.  In  that  case,  a  verdict  was 
obtained  at  law,  which  the  plaintiff  considered  unjust,  and  having  failed 
in  his  application  for  a  new  trial,  he  sought  relief  in  equity  ;  but  the  bill 
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was  dismissed.  Lord  Chancellor  Redesdale  said,  he  could  not  find  any 
ground  whatever  for  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere,  because  a  party  had 
not  brought  evidence  which  was  in  his  power,  at  the  time,  or  because  he 
had  neglected  to  apply,  in  due  time,  for  a  new  trial.  He  observed,  that 
there  were  cases  where  a  verdict  has  been  obtained  by  fraud,  or  where  a 
party  has  possessed  himself  improperly  of  something,  by  means  of  which 
he  has  an  unconscientious  advantage  at  law,  which  equity  will  either  put 
out  of  the  way,  or  restrain  him  from  using  ;  but,  without  circumstances 
of  that  kind,  he  did  not  know  that  equity  ever  does  interfere  to  grant  a 
new  trial  of  a  matter  which  has  been  discussed  in  a  court  of  law  ;  a  mat- 
ter capable  of  being  discussed  there,  and  over  which  the  court  of  law 
had  full  jurisdiction.  In  Simpson  and  Ifart,  the  Chancellor  said,  it 
was  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  English  Chancery,  not  to  relieve  against 
a  judgment  at  law,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  contrary  to  equity,  unless 
the  defendant  below  was  ignorant  of  the  fact  in  question,  pending  the 
suit,  or  it  could  not  be  received  as  a  defence.  It  is  true,  that  the  de- 
cree in  that  case  was  reversed  ;  but  the  principles  were  admitted  to 
be  sound,  though  they  were  considered  inapplicable  to  the  facts  of 
that  case. 

The  respondents  must  be  considered  either  as  strangers  to  the  eject- 
ment suit,  or  as  having  defended  the  same  in  the  name  of  M'Leod.  In 
the  first  case,  the  subject-matter  of  that  suit  was  res  inter  alios  acta  ; 
and  it  never  can  be  allowed  to  them  to  overhaul  or  draw  that  trial  in 
question.  They  are  mere  intruders  into  that  controversy,  and  have  no 
right  to  impeach  the  proceedings.  In  the  second  case,  if  having  had 
notice  of  the  ejectment,  instead  of  making  themselves  defendants,  as 
they  might  have  done,  if  they  were  the  real  landlords,  they  have  chosen 
to  defend  the  suit  in  M'Leod's  name,  they  have  waived  their  right  to 
question  the  proceedings  in  this  manner.  But  their  rights  at  law  were 
included  in  an  independent  suit.  The  Supreme  Court,  in  denying 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  (12  . Johns.  Rep.  183),  expressly  said,  that 
although  M'Leod,  after  having  been  proved  to  be  a  tenant  to  the  ap- 
pellants, could  not  set  ap  a  tenancy  under  Roberts,  and  was  bound  to 
restore  them  the  possession  ;  yet,  that  the  rights  and  claims  of  others 
to  the  premises,  could  be  tried  after  the  possession  had  been  given  up. 

There  existed,  then,  no  impediment  to  the  respondents  bringing  their 
action  at  law;  and  I  must  eonsidei  it  a  novel  doctrine,  not  to  be  sanc- 
tioned, that  a  court  of  equity  will  take  cognizance  of  questions  purely 
of  a  legal  nature,  and  within  the  acknowledged  jurisdiction  of  a  court 

of  law.  I  wish  not  to  be  understood,  as  insinuating,  that  the  Court  of 
Chancer}*,  on  the  present  occasion,  has  intentionally  invaded  the  Juris- 
tliction  of  the  common  law  courts.  I  am  sure  it  would  nol  do  bo;  yet> 
1  cannot  avoid  considering  the  entertaining  this  bill,  as  such  encroach- 
ment. The  appellants  have  nol  precluded  themselves  from  making  the 
objection.  They  have  insisted,  In  the  answer,  on  the  trial  and  verdict 
at  law,  as  precluding  the  respondents.  By  thejudgmenl  at  law,  the 
appellants  have  acquired  a  right  to  recover  possession  of  Bl'Leod,  and, 
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also,  to  recover  their  mesne  profits  and  costs;  of  this  right,  the  decree 
deprives  them  in  part. 

The  principle,  thai  a  court  of  equity  will  give  relief  in  cases  of  fraud, 
is  undoubted.  It  is  a  principal  object  of  equity  jurisdiction ;  but,  on 
the  principles  I  have  advanced,  in  considering  the  first  point,  a  court  of 
equity  ought  not  to  decree  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  valuable 
consideration,  without  notice,  though  his  title  be  derived  from  a  con- 
veyance  intended  to  defraud  creditors.  The  appellants  have  answered, 
under  oath,  that  they  are  such  purchasers,  and,  consequently,  they  arc 
within  the  protection  of  the  proviso  to  the  Statute. 

I  am  for  reversing  the  decree,  and  dismissing  the  respondents'  bill, 
on  both  grounds:  1.  That  the  respondents  have  made  out  no  case  for 
relief  in  equity;  and  2.  That  the  appellants  have  established  their  title 
to  protection,  in  their  purchase  of  the  Stansbury  mortgage.1 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred  in  the  opinion  delivered  by  his 
Honor  the  Chief  Justice  ;  and  it  was  thereupon  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  degreed,  that  the  decree  and  orders  of  his  Honor  the  Chancellor, 
complained  of,  in  this  cause,  be  reversed;  and  that  the  respondents' 
bill  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  injunction  thereupon  ordered,  be  dis- 
solved :  and  that  the  respondents,  Robert  Roberts  and  Samuel  Boyd, 
pay  to  the  appellants  their  costs  to  be  taxed,  and  that  the  record  and 
proceedings  be  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Chancer}',  to  the  end  that 
this  decree  may  be  carried  into  execution. 

Decree  of  reversal. 


MANHATTAN   COMPANY  y.  EVERTSON. 

Court  of  Chancery  of  New  York.     1837. 

[Reported  6  Paige,  457.] 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  to  the 
complainants  by  G.  B.  Evertson  and  his  wife  in  1824.  A  decree  of 
foreclosure  was  entered,  and  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises  lying  in 
the  County  of  Delaware  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  and  in 
the  towns  of  Galen  and  Ulysses  in  the  Northern  District,  were  sold 
under  the  decree.  The  lands  in  Delaware  County  sold  for  $100  ;  those 
in  Galen  for  §900;  and  those  in  Ulysses  for  $11,500;  the  proceeds  of 
which  sales,  after  paying  the  debt  and  costs  of  the  complainants,  left 
a  surplus  of  about  $8,000.  A  reference  was  thereupon  directed, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  13Gth  rule,  to  ascertain  and  report 
the  rights  of  the  several  defendants  in  this  surplus  fund,  and  the  pri- 
orities of  their  several  liens  thereon.  The  master  decided  and  reported 
that  J.  Emott  was  entitled  to  priority  of  payment  out  of  the  fund  for 
a  debt  of  $1,500,  due  from  the  mortgagor,  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust, 
1  The  opinion  of  I'latt,  J.,  is  omitted. 
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and  that  he  was  also  entitled  to  the  interest  thereon  ;  that  after  the 
payment  of  that  debt  and  interest,  Mary  Evertson,  the  widow  of  the 
mortgagor,  was  entitled  to  her  dower  in  the  residue  of  the  fund  ;  that 
Corlies,  Mabbett  &  Co.,  who  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  mort- 
gagor in  the  Supreme  Court  in  May,  1827,  had  a  lien  upon  the  fund 
and  were  next  to  be  paid  the  amount  due  upon  their  judgment,  with 
interest ;  that  a  judgment  in  the  name  of  Flagler  against  G.  B.  Evertson 
and  W.  Davis  as  his  surety,  which  had  been  paid  by  Davis  and  assigned 
to  F.  L.  Davis  as  a  trustee  for  him,  was  the  next  lien  upon  the  fund, 
and  that  the  assignee  was  entitled  to  payment  of  the  amount  due, 
although  it  appeared  that  G.  B.  Evertson  had  made  an  absolute  con- 
veyance of  lands  to  W.  Davis  to  secure  the  payment  of  that  debt ;  that 
Smith  and  Rowland  and  the  Dutchess  County  Bank  had  liens  upon  the 
fund  for  the  amount  of  their  respective  judgments  against  the  mort- 
gagor, docketed  in  May,  1828,  and  were  next  in  the  order  of  priority ; 
that  G.  and  F.  Searls,  who  had  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  mort- 
gagor in  June,  1828,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  had  a  lien  upon  the  fund  for  the  whole 
amount  of  their  judgment,  although  the  proceeds  of  the  lands  lying  in 
the  Southern  District  were  much  less  than  the  amount  due  on  such 
judgment,  and  that  thej  were  next  to  lie  paid;  and  that  J.  Lock  wood, 
who  had  subsequently  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Supreme  Court 
against  G.  B.  Evertson  and  J.  R.  Evertson  for  about  §5,000,  was 
entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  fund. 

G.  B.  Evertson,  previous  to  the  recovery  of  any  of  the  judgments 
B gainst  him,  had  conveyed  the  mortgaged  premises  to  J.  R.  Evertson, 
who  executed  a  separate  declaration  of  trust,  among  other  things,  to 
sell  the  same  and  after  paying  the  encumbrances  thereon  to  pa}' J.  Emott 
$1,500.  And  in  October,  1828,  J.  R.  Evertson  mortgaged  the  Ulysses 
landa  to  Lockwood  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  judgment  against 
himself  and  G.  B.  Evertson.  The  counsel  for  Lockwood  and  J.  R. 
Evertson,  therefore,  claimed  that  Lockwood's  mortgage  and  judgment 
Bhould  be  paid  next  after  the  $1,500  to  Emott;  and  that  J.  R.  Evertson 
was  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  residue  of  the  fund.  Tliis  claim,  how- 
ever, was  disallowed  by  the  master,  on  the  ground  thai  the  convey- 
ances to  .1.  R.  Evertson  were  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  creditors  of 
Evert  "ii  some  of  whom  had  commenced  suits  for  the  recovery  of  their 
debts  at  the  time  these  conveyances  were  executed.  Lockwood  and 
.1.  R.  Evertson  thereupon  excepted  to  so  much  of  the  report  as  allowed 
interest  to  Emott  on  his  debt  of  $1,500,  and  as  allowed  dower  to  the 

widow  in  the  residue  of  the  fund.     They  also  took  B  distinct  exception 
to    the   allowance   of  the   claim    Of   each    of    the  judgment    creditors, 

either  as  a  lien  upon  the  fund  <>r  as  to  their  respective  judgments  being 
entitled  to  a  priority  in  payment  over  the  judgment  and  mortgage  of 

LockWOOd.  A  further  exception  was  taken  to  the  allowance  of  the  claim 
of  (Land  P.  Searls  <»n  the  ground  thai  it  was  not  presented  to  the 
master  in  time      The  V ice-(  hanccllor.  upon  the  hearing  of  the   excep- 
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tions,  allowed  the  same  so  far  us  related  to  the  widow's  claim  of  dower 
in  the  surplus  fund  and  the  claim  of  Davis  under  the  Flagler  judgment. 
The  residue  of  the  exceptions  were  disallowed.  From  the  decision  of 
the  Vice-Chancellor  disallowing  their  exceptions  to  the  report,  except 
the  fust  relative  to  the  interest  on  Emott's  claim,  Lockwood  and  Evert- 
son  appealed  to  the  chancellor.  They  afterwards,  however,  stipulated 
to  abandon  the  appeal  as  to  the  tenth  exception,  which  related  to  the 
time  within  which  the  claim  of  G.  and  T.  Searls  was  presented  to  the 

master. 
The  following  opinion  was  delivered  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  upon 

the  exceptions.1 

S.  Cleveland,  for  the  appellants. 

I).  ]>.  Field,  lor  the  respondents  G.  and  T.  Searls. 

< '.  .Johtson,  for  the  respondents  except  G.  ami  T.  Searls. 

The  Chancellor  [Walworth].  Whether  the  conveyances  from 
G.  B.  Evertson  and  wife  to  J.  R.  Evertson  were  absolutely  void  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  grantors,  or  operated  as  a  valid  transfer  of 
the  legal  title,  subject  to  a  resulting  trust  in  G.  B.  Evertson  for  the 
surplus  after  paying  the  mortgage  to  the  complainants,  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  was  right  in  supposing  the  widow  was  not  entitled  to  dower 
in  the  surplus.  In  either  case,  as  between  the  grantors  and  grantee, 
the  legal  title  passed  to  the  latter;  and  previous  to  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes the  widow  could  not  be  endowed  of  a  mere  equity.  It  is  very 
evident,  however,  from  the  facts  in  the  case,  that  although  the  legal 
title  passed  to  J.  R.  Evertson  by  the  conveyances,  they  must  be  con- 
sidered as  void  as  regards  the  rights  of  the  creditors  of  G.  B.  Phertson, 
except  so  far  as  those  rights  were  protected  by  the  declaration  of  trust. 
I  think  therefore  the  judgments  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  favor  of  the 
respondents  against  G.  B.  Evertson,  some  of  which  were  rendered  in 
suits  actually  pending  at  the  time  when  these  conveyances  were  exe- 
cuted for  the  nominal  considerat:on  of  one  dollar,  were  valid  liens 
upon  the  mortgaged  premises  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity.  The  decision 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  therefore  right  in  declaring  that  such  judg- 
ments were  a  lien  upon  the  fund,  and  entitled  to  priority  in  payment 
over  the  judgment  subsequently  recovered  against  the  grantor  and 
grantee  in  favor  of  Lockwood.  Neither  did  the  giving  of  the  mort- 
gage to  Lockwood  by  J.  R.  Evertson  upon  the  Ulysses  land,  subse- 
quent to  the  recovery  of  these  judgments,  entitle  him  to  a  preference 
in  payment.  If  money  or  other  things  of  value  had  been  advanced 
upon  the  iaith  of  this  mortgage,  Lockwood  might  have  claimed  a 
preference  in  payment  out  of  the  fund,  upon  filing  an  affidavit  with  the 
master  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  fraud  at  the  time  he  advanced  his 
money  or  other  property  upon  the  faith  of  the  mortgage.  But  a  party 
claiming  as  a  bono  fide  purchaser  must  deny  notice  although  it  is  not 
charged  in  the  bill.  And  in  this  case,  as  the  mortgage  was  given 
merely  as  a  further  security  for  antecedent  debts,  the  prior  equity  and 
i  The  opinion  of  Ruggles,  V.  C,  is  omitted. 
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legal  rights  of  the  other  judgment  creditors  must  prevail  as  against 
one  who  cannot  protect  himself  as  a  bonafidt  purchaser. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  right  of  the  respondents  G.  and  T. 
Searls  to  have  their  judgment  satisfied  out  of  the  fund  to  the  extent  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  Delaware  lands;  as  the  legal  title  to  those  lands 
was  bound  by  the  lien  of  their  judgment  several  months  prior  to  the 
recovery  of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  appellant.  Their  right  to 
payment  of  the  residue  of  their  judgment  out  of  the  fund  depends 
upon  the  question  whether  a  judgment  in  the  United  States  Court  for 
the  Southern  District  of  New  York  is  a  lien  upon  lands  lying  within 
the  Northern  District ;  which  question  I  will  next  proceed  to  consider. 
[The  Chancellor  resolved  that  such  judgment  was  a  lien.] 
Although  I  had  great  doubt  upon  the  subject  of  the  lien  of  the 
Searls'  judgment  upon  the  Galen  and  Ulysses  lands  at  the  time  of  the 
argument,  subsequent  examination  and  reflection  induces  me  to  think 
the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  right  on  this  question  as  well 
as  upon  other  parts  of  the  decretal  order  appealed  from.  The  order 
or  decree  must  therefore  be  affirmed,  with  costs.  And  as  the  respond- 
ents. G.  and  T.  Searls.  have  been  deprived  of  the  use  of  their  part  of 
the  fund  by  the  appeal,  if  it  has  not  been  invested  in  the  mean  time  so 
as  to  produce  legal  interest,  the  appellants  must  pay  them  sufficient 
by  way  of  damages  for  the  delay  to  make  up  to  them  their  legal  interest 
pending  the  appeal,  upon  the  amount  allowed  by  the  master.1 
l  Cf.  Carter  v.  Castleberry,  5  Ala.  277  (1843). 


PriiORiTY  ix  Equity.  — This  is  so  fully  treated  in  the  course  on  the  Law  of  Trusts 
that  it  is  here  omitted. 
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CHAPTER  II. 
REGISTRATION. 


SECTION    I. 

St.  7  Anne,  c\\20  (1708).  Whereas  by  the  different  and  secret 
ways  of  conveying  lunds,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  such  as  are 
ill  disposed  have  it  in  their  power  to  commit  frauds,  and  frequently  do 
so,  by  means  whereof  several  persons  (who  through  many  years  in- 
dustry in  their  trades  and  employments,  and  by  great  frugality,  have 
been  enabled  to  purchase  lands,  or  to  lend  moneys  on  land  security) 
have  been  undone  in  their  purchases  and  mortgages,  by  prior  and 
secret  conveyances,  and  fraudulent  encumbrances,  and  not  only  them- 
selves, but  their  whole  families  thereby  utterly  ruined:  for  remedy 
whereof,  may  it  please  your  most  excellent  Majesty  (at  the  humble 
request  of  the  justices  of  the  peace,  gentlemen,  and  freeholders  of  the 
county  of  Middlesex)  that  it  may  be  enacted,  and  be  it  enacted  by  the 
Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  Commons  in  this  present  Parlia- 
ment assembled,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  same,  That  a  memorial 
of  all  deeds  and  conveyances,  which  from  and  after  the  twenty-ninth 
da}'  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hun- 
dred and  nine,  shall  be  made  and  executed,  and  of  all  wills  and  devises 
in  writing  made  or  to  be  made  and  published,  where  the  devisor  or 
testatrix  shall  die  after  the  said  twenty-ninth  day  of  September,  of 
or  concerning,  and  whereby  an)'  honors,  manors,  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments  in  the  said  county,  may  be  any  way  affected  in  law  or 
equity,  may  be  registered  in  such  manner  as  is  hereinafter  directed  ; 
and  that  every  such  deed  or  conveyance  that  shall  at  any  time  after 
the  said  twenty-ninth  day  of  September,  be  made  and  executed,  shall 
be  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void  against  any  subsequent  purchaser  or 
mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration,  unless  such  memorial  thereof  be 
registered  as  by  this  Act  is  directed,  before  the  registering  of  the  memo- 
rial of  the  deed  or  conveyance  under  which  such  subsequent  purchaser 
or  mortgagee  shall  claim  ;  and  that  every  such  devise  by  will  shall  be 
adjudged  fraudulent  and  void  against  any  subsequent  purchaser  or 
mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration,  unless  a  memorial  of  such  will 
be  registered  at  such  times  and  in  manner  as  is  hereinafter  directed. 
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.  .  .  XVII.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted,  That  this 
Act  shall  not  extend  to  any  copyhold  estates,  or  to  any  leases  at  a  rack 
rent,  or  to  any  lease  not  exceeding  one  and  twenty  years,  where  the 
actual  possession  and  occupation  goetli  along  with  the  lease,  or  to  any 
of  the  chambers  in  Serjeants  Inn,  the  inns  of  court,  or  inns  of  Chan- 
cery ;  anything  in  this  Act  contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  any 
wise  notwithstanding. 

Mass.  R.  L.  c.  127,  §  4.  A  conveyance  of  an  estate  in  fee  sim- 
ple, fee  tail,  or  for  life,  or  a  lease  for  more  than  seven  years  from  the 
making  thereof,  shall  not  be  valid  as  against  any  person  other  than 
the  grantor  or  lessor  and  his  heirs  and  devisees  and  persons  having 
actual  notice  of  it,  unless  it  is  recorded  in  the  registry  of  deeds  for  the 
county  or  district  in  which  the  real  estate  to  which  it  relates  is  situated. 
§  7.  No  deed  shall  be  recorded  unless  a  certificate  of  its  acknowledg- 
ment or  of  the  proof  of  its  due  execution,  made  as  hereinafter  provided, 
is  indorsed  upon  or  annexed  to  it,  and  such  certificate  shall  be  recorded 
at  length  with  the  deed  to  which  it  relates ;  but  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  conveyances  from  the  United  States. 

N.  Y.  Rev.  Sts.  Part  2,  c.  3,  §  1.  Even-  conveyance  of  real  estate 
within  this  State  hereafter  made,  shall  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  county  where  such  real  estate  shall  be  situated  ;  and  even- 
such  conveyance  not  so  recorded  shall  be  void  as  against  any  subse- 
quent purchaser,  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  of  the 
same  real  estate,  or  an}-  portion  thereof,  whose  conveyance  shall  be 
first  duly  recorded. 

§  2.  Different  sets  of  books  shall  be  provided,  by  the  clerks  of  the 
several  counties,  for  the  recording  of  deeds  and  mortgages;  in  one 
of  which  sets  all  conveyances,  absolute  in  their  terms  and  not  intended 
a-  mortgages,  or  as  .sureties  in  the  nature  of  mortgages,  shall  lie  re- 
corded :  and  in  the  other  Bet,  such  mortgages  and  securities  shall  be 
recorded. 

§  3.  Every  deed  conveying  real  estate,  which  by  any  other  instru- 
ment in  writing,  shall  appear  to  have  been  intended,  only,  as  a  security 
in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  though  it  be  an  absolute  conveyance  in 
terms,  shall  be  considered  as  a  mortgage;  and  the  person  for  whose 
benefit,  Boch  <h->-'\  -hall  be  made,  shall  not  derive  any  advantage  from 
the  recording  thereof,  unless  every  writing  operating  as  a  defeasance 
of  the  Mine,  or  explanatory  of  its  being  designed  to  have  the  effect 
only  of  a  mortgage,  or  conditional  deed,  be  also  recorded  therewith, 
and  at  the  same  time. 

§4.  To  entitle  any  conveyance  hereafter  made,  to  be  recorded  by 
any  county  clerk,  it  shall  be  acknowledged  by  the  party  or  parties  <  s<  - 
cntin'_r  the  same,  <•!■  -hall  be  proved  by  a  subscribing  witness  thereto, 

before   any  one  of  the   following   officers.      [The   rest   of  the  .section   is 
omitted.  1 
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ri.NN.  St.  28  Mat,  1715,  §  8.  No  deed  or  mortgage,  or  defeasible 
il^vil  in  the  nature  of  mortgages,  hereafter  to  be  made,  .shall  be  good 
or  sufficient  to  convey  or  pass  any  freehold  or  inheritance,  or  to  grant 
any  estate  therein  for  life  or  years,  unless  such  deed  be  acknowledged 
or  proved,  and  recorded  (within  six  months  after  the  date  thereof,) 
when-  such  lands  lie.  as  hereinbefore  directed  for  other  deeds. 

St.  18  March,  177.">.  §  1.  All  deeds  and  conveyances  which,  from 
after  the  publication  hereof,  shall  be  made  and  executed  within  this 
province,  of  or  concerning  any  lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments  in 
this  province,  or  whereby  the  same  may  be  anyway  affected  in  law  or 
equity,  shall  be  acknowledged  by  one  of  the  grantors  or  bargainors,  or 
proved  by  one  or  more  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  to  such  deed, 
before  one  of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  or  before  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  Court  of  Common  Ple&s  of  the  county  where  the  lands 
conveyed  lie,  and  shall  be  recorded  in  the  office  for  recording  of  deeds 
in  the  county  where  such  lands  or  hereditaments  are  lying  and  being, 
within  six  months  after  the  execution  of  such  deeds  and  convey- 
ances ;  and  every  such  deed  and  conveyance  that  shall,  at  any  time 
after  the  publication  hereof,  be  made  and  executed,  and  which  shall 
not  be  proved  and  recorded  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  adjudged  fraud- 
ulent and  void  against  any  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  for 
valuable  consideration,  unless  such  deed  or  conveyance  be  recorded 
as  aforesaid,  before  the  proving  and  recording  of  the  deed  or  con- 
veyance under  which  such  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  shall 
claim.1 

St.  March,  1820,  §  1.  All  mortgages,  or  defeasible  deeds  in  the 
nature  of  mortgages,  made  or  to  be  made  or  executed  for  any  lands, 
tenements  or  hereditaments  within  this  commonwealth,  shall  have 
priority  according  to  the  date  of  recording  the  same,  without  regard 
to  the  time  of  making  or  executing  such  deeds ;  and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  recorder  to  indorse  the  time  upon  the  mortgages  or  defeas- 
ible deeds  whe,n  left  for  record,  and  to  number  the  same  according  to 
the  time  when  they  are  left  for  record,  and  if  two  or  more  are  left  upon 
the  same  day,  they  shall  have  priority  according  to  the  time  they  are 
left  at  the  office  for  record  ;  and  no  mortgage  or  defeasible  deed  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage,  shall  be  a  lien,  until  such  mortgage  or  defeasible 
deed  shall  have  been  recorded,  or  left  for  record  as  aforesaid :  Pro- 
vidt  ?,  That  no  mortgage  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  the  land  so 
mortgaged,  shall  be  affected  by  the  passage  of  this  Act,  if  the  same  be 
recorded  within  sixty  days  from  the  execution  thereof. 

III.  Rev.  Sts.  (1874),  c.  30,  §  28.  Deeds,  mortgages,  powers  of 
attorney,  and  other  instruments  relating  to  or  affecting  the  title  to 
real  estate  in  this  State,  shall  be  recorded  in  the  count}*  in  which  such 
real  estate  is  situated ;  but  if  such  county  is  not  organized,  then  in 

1  §  2  provides  that  deeds  made  out  of  the  State  shall  be  recorded  within  twelve 
months. 
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the  county  to  which  such  unorganized  county  is  attached  for  judicial 
purposes. 

g  30.  All  deeds,  mortgages,  and  other  instruments  of  writing  which 
are  authorized  to  be  recorded,  shall  take  effect  and  be  in  force  from  and 
after  the  time  of  filing  the  same  for  record,  and  not  before,  as  to  all 
creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers,  without  notice ;  and  all  such 
deeds  and  title  papers  shall  be  adjudged  void  as  to  all  such  creditors 
and  subsequent  purchasers,  without  notice,  until  the  same  shall  be  filed 
for  record. 

§  31.  Deeds,  mortgages  and  other  instruments  of  writing  relating 
to  real  estate  shall  be  deemed,  from  the  time  of  being  filed  for  record, 
notice  to  subsequent  purchasers  and  creditors,  though  not  acknowl- 
edged or  proven  according  to  law  ;  but  the  same  shall  not  be  read 
as  evidence,  unless  their  execution  be  proved  in  manner  required  by 
the  rules  of  evidence  applicable  to  such  writings,  so  as  to  supply  the 
defects  of  such  acknowledgment  or  proof. 


SECTION   II. 

REGISTRATION    AS    NOTICE. 

A.    In  General. 

BEDFORD  v.  BACKHOUSE. 

Chancery.     1730. 

[Reported  2  Eq.  Cas.  Ah.  615,  pi.  12.] 

A.  i.knt  money  <>n  a  mortgage  of  lands  in  Middlesex,  and  the  mort- 
gage was  duly  registered.  Afterwards  B.  lent  money  on  the  same 
security,  and  bis  mortgage  was  registered.  Then  A.  advanced  a  far- 
ther sum  upon  tin-  same   lands,  without   notice  of  the  second  mortgage. 

And  it  was  held  by  Lobd  Chancellor  King  that  the  registry  of  the 
second  mortgage  w:h  Dot  constructive  notice  to  the  first  mortgagee  before 
his  advancement  of  the  latter  sum.  for  though  the  Statute  avoids  deeds 
not  registered  as  against  purchasers^  yet  it  -.rives  no  greater  efficacy  to 
deed,  that  are  registered  than  they  had  before;  and  the  constant  rale 

Of  equity    is,  that    if   a   first    mortgagee   lends  a  farther    sum   of  money 

without  notice  of  a  second  mortgage,  his  whole  money  Bhall  be  paid  in 

the  first  [(lace.1 

1  Set-  Morcoxk  v.  Incktns,  And).  678  (1768). 
vor .  vi.  —  18 
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RUSSELL'S  APPEAL. 

Supreme  Court  ok  Pennsylvania.     1850. 

[Reported  15  Pa.  319.] 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
of  Wayne  County,  making  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  real 
estate,  sold  at  sherilf's  sale  as  the  property  of  H.  D.  Roberts. 

Roberts,  the  defendant  in  the  several  judgments,  and  from  the  sale 
of  whose  real  estate  by  the  sheriff  arose  the  moneys  in  controversy, 
purchased  said  real  estate  on  the  11th  day  of  April,  1846,  of  Caleb 
Dunn,  by  articles  of  agreement  under  seal,  for  the  sum  of  $800.  On 
the  1st  day  of  May,  1847,  Roberts  had  paid  $163  on  said  contract. 
On  the  1st  day  of  December,  1848,  there  was  a  balance  due  and  unpaid 
on  said  contract  of  $412. 

On  the  5th  day  of  July,  1848,  Roberts  made  the  following  assign- 
ment on  the  back  of  said  contract,  viz.  :  — 

"  For  value  received,  I  hereby  assign  all  my  right,  and  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  above  contract,  to  Stone  &  Graves  and  Moore 
and  Graves,  as  collateral  security  for  the  amount  due  them,  either  on 
book,  or  note,  or  otherwise,  said  amount  to  be  ascertained  hereafter  as 
soon  as  practicable.  H.  D.  Roberts. 

"  Damascus,  July  hth,  1848." 

H.  D.  Roberts  took  possession  of  the  premises  under  the  article  of 
agreement,  April  11th,  1846,  and  continued  in  possession  and  was  in 
possession  on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1849,  the  day  of  the  hearing 
before  the  auditor. 

On  the  19th  day  of  August,  1848,  A.  H.  Russell  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  said  H.  D.  Roberts  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of 
Wayne  County,  entered  to  No.  207,  September  Term  1848,  for  the 
sum  of  8275.  Interest  from  same  date,  and  which  judgment,  with 
the  interest  and  costs  thereon,  amounted  to  $324.88£,  on  the  day  said 
real  estate  was  sold. 

On  the  9th  day  of  September,  1848,  John  McGowan  obtained  a 
judgment  in  same  court  against  H.  D.  Roberts,  entered  to  No.  265, 
same  term,  for  the  sum  of  $156.99.     Interest  from  same  day. 

On  the  1st  day  of  December,  1848,  the  contract  was  given  up  to 
Graves,  absolutely,  by  parol  agreement.  Same  day,  Caleb  Dunn  and 
wife  conveyed  by  deed  said  land  to  C.  C.  Graves  :  consideration  men- 
tioned in  deed,  $900. 

December  4th,  1848,  C.  C.  Graves  and  wife  conveyed  by  deed  same 
land  to  H.  D.  Roberts,  consideration  mentioned  in  deed,  $900.  Same 
day  Roberts  gave  Graves  a  judgment  for  $800,  which  was  entered 
same  day  to  No.  102,  December  Term  1843,  which,  with  interest  and 
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cost,  amounted  to  S8 3 7. 4 2  on  the  day  said  real  estate  was  sold.  The 
note  on  which  this  judgment  was  entered,  among  other  things,  stated, 
'k  it  being  for  the  purchase-money  of  real  estate." 

On  the  13th  day  of  August,  1849,  the  sheritf  sold  said  real  estate  as 
the  property  of  H.  D.  Roberts,  to  C.  C.  Graves,  for  the  sum  of  8865, 
on  a  venditioni  exponas  issued  on  the  judgment  of  A.  II.  Russell  v. 
//.  D.  Roberts. 

An  auditor  was  appointed  by  said  court  to  distribute  said  moneys. 
Graves,  Russell,  and  McGowau,  in  person  or  by  attorney,  appeared 
before  the  auditor  and  severally  claimed  the  amount  of  their  judgments 
out  of  said  moneys. 

The  auditor  applied  8837.42  of  said  moneys  to  the  payment  in  full 
of  C.  C.  Graves's  judgment,  and  83.71  to  Russell's,  and  balance  to 
auditor's  fees. 

A.  II.  Russell  and  John  McGowau  excepted  to  the  report,  and 
claimed  the  amount  of  their  several  judgments  from  said  moneys  — 
McGowan  claiming  to  come  in  upon  said  fund  after  Russell. 

The  court  coulirmed  the  auditor's  report. 

Exception  was  taken  to  the  decree  of  confirmation  and  application 
of  the  money  in  dispute. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Crane  and  Dimmick,  for  Russell,  and  by 
Mattery,  for  appellee.  Miner  was  for  McGowau.  Waller  was  for 
Graves  and  others. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  March  24,  1851,  by 

Coultek,  J.  Roberts,  the  defendant,  as  whose  estate  the  land  was 
sold,  purchased  it  by  articles  of  agreement,  dated  11th  April,  1846,  for 
$800,  of  which  he  paid  $463,  went  into  possession,  and  remained  in 
possession  until  the  sale  and  distribution  of  the  money  below.  Roberts 
became  embarrassed  with  debts,  and  on  the  5th  July,  1848,  he  exe- 
cuted to  Stone  iV  Graves  and  Graves  &  Moure  an  assignment  of  the 
Contract  with  Dunn  under  which  he  held  the  land,  and  all  his  right  and 
title  thereby  acquired,  as  collateral  security  for  the  amount  due  them. 

This  assignment  was  never  recorded,  and  Roberts  still  remained  in 
--ion.  On  the  19tb  August,  1848,  after  the  unrecorded  assign- 
ment. Russell  obtained  bis  judgment,  and  on  the  9th  September  follow- 
ing, McGowan  obtained  bis  judgment  These  two  judgments  claim 
the  mone\  produced  by  the  gale,  according  to  their  priority.  But  on 
the  \-\   December,  1848,  Roberts,  by  parol,  surrendered  the  land  to 

Graves,  one  of  the  assignees  ;  and  on  the  same  day,  Dunn  and  wife 
Conveyed   to   ('.    ('.    Graves,    consideration    mentioned    in   (\rit\,   1900. 

On  the  4th  December,  1848,  Graves  and  wife  conveyed  to  ll.  D. 
Roberta,  the  defendant,  who  gave  a  judgment  note  to  Crave-  foi 

whieli  was  immediately  entered  up. 

To   this    last    judgment    the    COUrt    below    awarded    the    whole    money 

made  by  the  sale  on  Russell's  judgment     It  was  contended  bj  Russell 

and  McGowan  that  they  were  entitled  to  the  whole  fund,  because  the 
note  given   by  Russell   falsely  and   fraudulently  recited   that  it  was  for 
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the  purchase-money.  But  it  is  well  enough  to  deliver  the  case  at  once 
from  this  argument,  because  these  judgments  could  only  bind  the 
equity,  if  it  bound  anything,  which  was  in  Roberts  at  the  time  they 
were  obtained,  that  is,  after  the  assignment  to  Graves  &  Moore.  The 
Btream  cannot  rise  above  the  fountain.  And  the  balance  of  purchase- 
money  then  due  was  a  previous,  valid,  subsisting  lien.  The  shuffling 
between  Dunn,  Roberts,  and  G raves  cannot  give  to  Russell  and 
McGowan  more  than  they  were  entitled  to,  nor  deprive  Dunn  or  his 
representative  of  that  to  which  he  had  a  lawful  claim. 

The  real  question  then  is,  whether  the  judgments  of  Russell  and 
McGowan  bound  the  equity  which  Roberts  had  in  the  land  at  the  time 
of  the  assignment  to  Graves  &  Moore  ?  And  that  will  depend  upon 
the  effect  of  that  assignment.  It  was  not  an  absolute  sale  or  transfer 
of  the  equity,  because  it  is  expressed  on  its  face  to  be  a  collateral 
security  for  the  payment  of  a  debt.  It  was,  therefore,  at  most,  nothing 
more  than  a  mortgage.  Even,  although  a  conveyance  be  absolute  in 
its  terms,  if  it  is  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  a  mere  security  for  the 
payment  of  a  debt,  it  is  a  mortgage  :  6  Watts,  409,  Keene  v.  Gil- 
more  ;  and  Clark  v.  Henry,  2  Cowen,  324  ;  7  Johnson's  Chancery, 
40,  Uenry  v.  Davis.  Roberts  still  continued  the  debtor  of  Graves  & 
Moore.  The  debt  was  not  extinguished  ;  it  was,  therefore,  a  mortgage. 
Nor  has  the  writing  the  distinctive  marks  of  a  conditional  sale,  for 
the  same  reason,  to  wit,  that  the  original  debt  was  by  the  face  of 
the  papers  till  subsisting.  But  it  was  never  recorded,  and,  therefore, 
must  be  postponed  to  a  subsequent  judgment:  Jaques  v.  Weeks, 
7  Watts,  2G1  ;  and  17  Ser.  &  R.  70;  and  Statute  28th  March,  1820, 
Dunlop,  p.  354,  second  edition.  It  is  contended,  however,  that  the 
contract  for  the  conveyance  of  the  land  to  Roberts  was  but  a  chose  in 
action,  and  that  the  assignment  passed  the  title,  without  the  necessity 
of  recording ;  that  it  is  not  within  the  recording  Acts ;  and  Craft  v. 
Wrbster,  4  Rawle,  and  Mott  v.  Clark,  9  Barr,  were  cited.  But  these 
cases  do  not  carry  the  defendant  in  error  through.  An  article  of 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  land,  accompanied  by  delivery  of  possession 
and  payment  of  part  of  the  purchase-money,  is  much  more  than  a  chose 
in  action  ;  it  is  an  abiding  interest  in  the  land  itself.  It  may  be  bound 
by  judgment ;  is  the  subject  of  judicial  sale,  not  as  a  chattel,  but  as  an 
interest  in  the  land.  In  the  early  history  of  Pennsylvania,  improve- 
ment lights  were  considered  as  chattels.  But  that  time  has  long 
passed,  and  pre-emption  or  inchoate  interests  are  bound  by  judg- 
ments and  sold,  because  every  interest  arising  out  of  real  estate, 
equitable  as  well  as  legal,  is  considered  as  an  interest  in  the  land. 
Thousands  of  acres  are  held  in  this  commonwealth  by  location  and 
survey  only.  It  would  sound  strangely  to  a  lawyer  of  the  interior  to 
Bay  that  these  interests  were  not  real  estate,  and  the  transfer  or  encum- 
brance of  them  not  subject  to  the  recording  laws.  Such  a  doctrine 
would  upset  estates  and  change  the  accepted  principles  of  the  common- 
wealth.    They  have  from  ancient  time  been  dealt  with  by  the  people 
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as  interest  in  real  estate,  like  other  equitable  interests  in  land ;  and, 
being  the  subject  of  contract  and  sale  as  such,  there  is  the  same  reason 
for  their  being  subject  to  the  recording  Acts  as  the  legal  title.  The 
experienced  and  learned  counsel  states  that  he  has  been  unable  to  find 
an}-  reported  case  in  which  such  equities  were  adjudged  to  be  the  sub- 
ject of  the  recording  Acts.  But  it  may  never  before  have  been  drawn 
in  question.  I  know  very  well,  and  I  think  every  practitioner  is  ac- 
quainted with  the  fact,  that  mortgages  are  often  given  upon  equitable 
estates,  and  that  equitable  estates  are  often  the  subject  of  bargain  and 
sale  ;  and  I  may  say,  that  I  don't  recollect  to  have  seen  it  contended 
in  any  case  that  the  recording  Acts  applied  only  to  strictly  legal  titles, 
or  that  judgments  were  liens  or  attached  onby  upon  legal  estates.  The 
subsequent  judgments,  therefore,  became  liens  at  the  time  of  their 
entry  upon  the  equitable  interest  of  Roberts,  the  assignment  to  Graves 
&  Moore  being  merely  a  mortgage  or  security  for  a  debt,  and  there- 
fore, not  being  recorded,  must  give  way  to  the  subsequent  judgments. 

The  decree  is  therefore  reversed,  and  it  is  modified,  so  as  to  award 
to  the  legal  title,  or  those  representing  it,  so  much  of  the  money  or 
fund  in  court  as  was  due  for  balance  of  purchase-mone}-  b}-  Roberts  at 
the  time  Russell  obtained  his  judgment ;  and  the  residue  is  awarded 
to  Russell's  judgment,  unless  the  residue  will  more  than  satisfy  it ;  and, 
in  such  case,  what  remains  is  awarded  to  McGowan's  judgment. 

The  record  is  remitted  to  the  court  below  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  this  modified  decree.1 


B.    Unauthorized  Registration. 

J 

GRAVES   v.    GRAVES. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1856. 

[R,  ported  G  Gray,  391.] 

Writ  of  entry  to  recover  a  tract  of  land  in  Whately  and  Deerfield. 
Plea,  mil  disseisin.  At  the  trial  in  this  court,  both  parties  claimed 
title  under  Franklin  Craves. 

Il  appeared  that  on  the  25th  of  January  1851  Franklin  Graves  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  Josiah  Allis  by  a  warranty  deed,  and  Allisatthe 
same  time  executed  to  Franklin  Graves  a  bond  of  defeasance  for  the 
reconveyance  of  the  land  upon  payment  of  the  sum  of  $1,600  in  three 

years  and  interest  annually,  and  for  the  possession  of  the  land  (luring  the 
three  years  by  the  obligee,  tie  paying  the  interest,  taxes,  and  insurance. 
The    tenant    gave   in   evidence   an   assignment,    under   seal,    from 
Franklin   Graves    to    the    tenant,    indorsed   on   said    bond,   and   dated 

I  Cf.  Putnam  v.  Story,  182  Maes.  205  (1802). 
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March  18th  1854,  assigning  "unto  the  said  Erastus  L.  Graves,  his 
liters,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  within  written  bond  or 
Obligation,  and  the  sum  of  sixteen  hundred  dollars  mentioned  in  the 
condition  thereof,  together  with  all  interest  due  and  to  grow  due  for  the 
same,  and  all  my  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever 
in  and  to  tiie  same,  and  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  which  the  said 
bond  gives  me  in  said  sum  of  money,  or  the  land  to  which  it  relates." 
This  assignment  was  not  acknowledged  before  any  magistrate,  but  was 
recorded  in  the  registry  of  deeds. 

The  demandant  claimed  title  under  a  subsequent  attachment  and  levy 
of  execution  upon  the  land  as  the  property  of  Franklin  Graves;  and 
contended  that  the  assignment  was  ineffectual  to  convey  any  title  in  the 
land  to  the  tenant,  for  the  following  reasons  : 

1st.  Because  it  was  uncertain  in  its  terms,  and  therefore  void;  inas- 
much as  it  was,  in  terms,  not  a  mere  transfer  of  the  bond,  but  also  a 
transfer  of  the  sum  of  $1,600  mentioned  therein,  which  was  not  a  sum 
due  to  the  obligee,  but  the  mortgage  debt  which  he  was  to  pay  to  the 
obligor. 

2d.  Because,  so  far  as  its  purpose  could  be  ascertained,  it  was  a  mere 
assignment  of  the  bond,  as  a  contract  or  chose  in  action,  and  not  of  any 
interest  in  the  land  ;  the  assignment  not  running  to  the  assignee's  heirs, 
and  not  being  acknowledged,  nor  treated  by  the  parties  as  a  deed  ;  and 
not  purporting  to  convey  the  title  which  the  assignor  originally  had, 
but  only  "  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  which  the  said  bond  gives  me 
in  the  land  to  which  it  relates,"  which  was  no  interest  whatever ;  that, 
if  the  bond  had  been  original!}-  made  to  a  third  person,  it  would  have 
given  him  no  interest  in  the  land,  and  an  assignment  of  it  to  him  had 
no  greater  effect. 

3d.  Because,  as  a  deed,  it  was  ineffectual,  for  want  of  acknowledg- 
ment, and  of  any  legal  record. 

Dewey,  J.,  being  of  opinion  that,  for  some  or  all  of  these  reasons,  the 
as-ignment  was  insufficient  to  defeat  the  demandant's  title  under  his 
attachment  and  lev}-  of  execution,  took  the  case  from  the  jury,  and 
reserved  the  question  for  the  full  court,  with  an  agreement  that  if 
the  ruling  was  right,  the  tenant  should  be  defaulted  ;  if  not,  the  case 
should  stand  for  trial. 

./.  Wells,  for  the  demandment,  cited  Porter  v.  Millet,  9  Mass.  101  ; 
Rice  v.  Rice,  1  Pick.  349  ;  Trull  v.  Skinner,  17  Pick.  213  ;  Lovering 
v.  Fogg,  18  Pick.  540. 

W.  Griswold,  for  the  tenant. 

Shaw,  C.  J.  It  is  very  clear  that  the  warranty  deed  from  Franklin 
Graves  to  Allis,  and  the  simultaneous  bond  to  reconvey  upon  payment 
of  a  sum  of  money,  constituted  a  mortgage  to  Allis,  and  left  an  equity 
of  redemption  in  Franklin  Graves. 

The  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  effect  of  the  assignment  of  the  in- 
strument of  defeasance  by  Franklin  Graves  to  Erastus  L.  Graves,  with 
all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  the  land  therein  described,  consti- 
tuted a  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption. 
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But  the  instrument  of  defeasance,  not  being  acknowledged,  was  im- 
providently  admitted  to  registration,  and  the  record  does  not  operate 
as  constructive  notice  of  the  execution  of  the  assignment  of  the  equity 
of  redemption,  as  against  an  attaching  creditor  of  the  equity;  and 
therefore  the  title  of  the  attaching  creditor,  though  subsequent  in  time, 
takes  precedence  of  the  assignment. 

We  think  however  that,  under  the  circumstances,  it  is  proper  that  the 

case  should  go  to  a  new  trial,  to  enable  the  defendant  to  prove,  if  he  can, 

actual  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  prior  assignment  of  the  equity,  when 

he  made  his  attachment.1 

New  trial  ordered. 


C.    Errors  in  Registration. 

FROST    y.    BEEKMAN. 

New  Yobs  Court  of  Chanxert.     1814. 

[Reported  1  Johns.  Ch.  288.] 

The  Chakcellob  [Kent-].  .  .  .  Another  and  a  more  interest- 
ing question,  is  respecting  the  extent  and  effect  of  the  registry  of  the 
defendants  mortgage,  as  notice  to  purchasers.  It  was  a  mortgage  for 
3.0U0  dollars,  and,  by  mistake,  the  registry  was  only  for  300  dollars. 
This  mistake  is  the  whole  cause  of  the  controversy. 

The  Mortgage  Act  of  the  sess.  24  ch.  156,  declared,  among  other 
thingsj  that  the  registry  of  a  mortgage  should  contain,  not,  indeed,  the 
mortgage  at  large,  but  the  essential  parts  of  the  mortgage,  and  among 
other  specified  parts,  "the  mortgage  money,  and  the  time,  or  times, 
when  payable."  To  this  register  all  persons  whomsoever,  at  proper 
sons,  are  at  liberty  to  have;  recourse;  and  the  Act  declared  that 
mor  rare  to  have  preference,  as  to  each  other,  according  to  the 

times  of  registry,  and  that  "  no  mortgage  should  defeat  or  prejudice 
the  title  of  any  bona  fid\  purchaser,  unless  the  same  should  have  been 
duly  registered,  as  aforesaid."  This  registry  Is  notice  of  the  mortgage 
to  all  Bubsequenl  purchasers  and  mortgagees;  and  so  the  Acl  was  con- 
strued, and  the  law  declared,  by  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  the  ease  of 
Johnson  v.  Stagg,  i  Johns.  Rep.  510.  The  English  authorities  on 
this  point  do  not,  therefore,  govern  the  case.  The  language  of  tfa 
authorities,  undoubtedly,  is,  thai  the  registry  is  nol  notice,  though  thai 
doctrine  Lb  much  questioned,  and  the  point  seems  -till  to  be  floating 
and  unsettled.  Bedford  v.  Backhouse,  S  l  |  I  Abr.  615,  pi.  12  ; 
i  Bm  Blood  v.  Blood,  28  Pick.  -  I     Et\  lei  \    Fortner,  2  Binn.  40  (1809) ; 

/,,,,„  \.  <  188   W,  Rep  67  (Tex.  Cir.  App.  1898) ;  and  cf  Cartel  v.  Champion, 

8  Conn.  649  (1881) 

2  I'art  only  of  the  opinion  is  here  given. 
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WrighUon  v.  Hudson^  lb.  609,  pi.  7;  Morecock  v.  Dic&ins,  Amb. 
678;  /.'tfoth-'o  \.  Dunsany,  1  Schoale  &  Lefroy,  157;  Sugden  (3d 
Lond.  ed.),  524  527;  Com.  Dig.  tit,  32,  Deed,  ch.  21,  s.  11.  The 
only  question  with  as  is.  when,  and  to  what  extent,  is  the  registry 

notice?  Is  it  notice  of  a  mortgage  unduly  registered?  or  is  it  notice 
beyond  the  contents  of  the  registry? 

The  true  const  ruction  of  the  Act  appears  to  be,  that  the  registry  is 
notice  of  the  contents  of  it,  and  no  more,  and  that  the  purchaser  is  not 
to  be  charged  with  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  mortgage,  any  further 
than  they  may  be  contained  in  the  registry.  The  purchaser  is  not 
bound  to  attend  to  the  correctness  of  the  registry.  It  is  the  business 
of  the  mortgagee,  and  if  a  mistake  occurs  to  his  prejudice,  the  conse- 
quences of  it  lie  between  him  and  the  clerk,  and  not  between  him  and 
the  bona  fide  purchaser.  The  Act,  in  providing  that  all  persons 
might  have  recourse  to  the  registry,  intended  that  as  the  correct  and 
sufficient  source  of  information  ;  and  it  would  be  a  doctrine  productive 
of  immense  mischief  to  oblige  the  purchaser  to  look,  at  his  peril,  to  the 
contents  of  every  mortgage,  and  to  be  bound  by  them,  when  different 
from  the  contents  as  declared  in  the  registr}'.  The  registiy  might 
prove  only  a  snare  to  the  purchaser,  and  no  person  could  be  safe  in  his 
purchase,  without  hunting  out  and  inspecting  the  original  mortgage,  a 
task  of  great  toil  and  difficulty.  I  am  satisfied  that  this  was  not  the 
intention,  as  it  certainly  is  not  the  sound  polic}*,  of  the  Statute  ;  nor  is 
it  repugnant  to  the  doctrine  contained  in  the  books,  that  notice  to  a 
purchaser,  of  the  existence  of  a  lease,  is  notice  of  its  contents.  Tay- 
lor v.  Stibbert,  2  Ves.  jun.  437  ;  litem  v.  Mill,  13  Ves.  jun.  118-120  ; 
Hall  v.  /Smith,  14  Ves.  jun.  426.  In  that  case,  the  party  is  put  upon 
inquiry,  and  he  must  make  it,  or  abide  the  consequences.  The  deci- 
sion, in  Jackson  v.  Neely,  10  Johns.  Rep.  374,  was  made  upSn  the 
same  principle  ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  recital  in  a  deed  of  a  letter  of 
attorney,  by  which  it  was  made,  was  notice  to  the  purchaser  of  the 
existence  of  such  a  power.  But  here  the  Statute  did  not  mean  to  put 
the  party  upon  further  inquiry.  The  registry  was  intended  to  contain, 
within  itself,  all  the  knowledge  of  the  mortgage  requisite  for  the 
purchaser's  safety. 

The  question  does  not  necessarily  arise,  in  this  case,  how  far  the 
unauthorized  registry  of  a  mortgage,  as  one  made,  for  instance,  without 
any  previous  legal  proof,  or  acknowledgment,  would  charge  a  pur- 
chaser with  notice  of  the  mortgage.  The  better  opinion,  in  the  books, 
seems  to  be,  that  it  would  not  be  notice,  and  that  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere in  favor  of  an  encumbrancer,  when  he  has  not  seen  that  his  mort- 
gage was  duly  registered.  Sugden's  Law  of  Vend.  527 ;  1  Schoale  & 
Lefroy,  157;  Jleister  v.  F'ortner,  2  Binney,  40.  But  here  everything 
was  done  that  could  have  been  previously  required  of  the  mortgagee. 
The  mortgage  was  duly  presented  for  registry,  and  he  was  not  bound 
to  inspect  and  correct  the  record.  This  was  the  exclusive  business 
and  duty  of  the  clerk,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  registry  should 
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not  operate  as  notice,  to  the  amount  of  the  sum  mentioned  therein  ; 
and,  indeed,  so  far  the  obligation  of  the  registry  is  admitted  by  the 
bill. 

I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  registry  was  notice  to  purchasers, 
to  the  amount,  and  only  to  the  amount,  of  the  sum  specified  in  the 
registr}-.1 

Gold,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Emott,  contra. 


CURTIS   v.   LYMAN. 

Supreme  Court  of  Vermont.      1852. 

[Reported  24  Vt.  338.] 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  which  was 
delivered  by 

1 1  all,  J.     This  is  an  appeal  from  chancery.    The  bill  is  for  the  fore 
closure  of  a  mortgage  in  common  form.     The  complainants  are  the 
mortgagees ;   one  of  the  defendants,  Edgerton,  being  the  mortgagor, 
and  another  defendant,  Lyman,  being  a  purchaser  under  Edgerton. 

The  facts  found  and  about  which  there  is  little  or  no  controversy,  are 
these :  — 

Edgerton  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  by  note  in  the  sum  of 
82000,  mortgaged  to  them  certain  lands,  which  mortgage  was  tran- 
scribed upon  the  book  of  records  of  the  town  on  the  11th  of  June, 
1835,  and  duly  certified  as  recorded;  but  no  reference  to  the  record 
was  entered  upon  the  alphabet.  Subsequently,  the  defendant  Lyman, 
without  actual  notice  of  the  mortgage,  and  before  the  record  of  it  was 
alphabetted,  for  the  consideration  of  85000,  purchased  the  .same  land 
of  the  mortgagOl,  his  d^d  being  recorded  Eeb.  7,  1»S30.  Both  the 
mortgage  and  deed  were  received  for  record  and  certified  as  recorded 
by  Edgerton,  the  mortgagor,  who  from  March,  1835.  to  March,  1841, 
waa  tin-  town  clerk  ,  and  the  reference  to  the  mortgage  was  first  entered 
on  the  index  by  the  subsequent  town  clerk  in  August  or  September, 
1844.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  mortgagees  had  any  knowledge 
of  the  neglect  of  the  town  clerk  to  enter  their  mortgage  on  the  alpha- 

1  Bee  a  a  on  appeal,  L8  Johns.  ">i  I  (1820). 

"This  question  could  nevei  Bri  e  between  o  mortgagee  and  a  subsequent  judgment" 
creditor,  for  the  plain  reason,  that  such  a  creditor  is  not  s  purchaser,  nor  entitled  to 
the  privileges  oi  thai  po  dtii  n. 

fa  h  the  Statute  got  .  In  giving  him  a  preference  over  mortgages  nol  per* 
:  bj  i  di  livery  to  the  recor  ler,  hi  *  right  i  are  ab  olnte,  but  For  everything  <  I  ■ .  he 
la  remitted  to  genera]  principles  :  and  upon  general  principles,  it  is  wry  clear  thai  be 
acquires  a  lien  only  upon  the  Inter  ta  ol  hi    debtor,  and  Is  bound  to  yield  to  every 
claim  tii.it  could  be  sncoessfnllj  i  alnst  him."     Touileyr.  Toualeu,  5  Ohio, 

St.  78,  87  (1855). 
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bet,  and  they  must  be  taken  to  bo  ignorant  of  It.  No  other  objection 
is  made  to  the  record,  but  the  want  of  an  index  to  it,  and  it  is  to  be 
treated  as  having  been  in  all  other  respects  regular  and  sufficient. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  neglect  of  the  clerk  to  index  the  mort- 
gage, shall  render  the  record  of  it  invalid,  so  as  to  postpone  the  title 
of  the  mortgagees  to  that  of  the  subsequent  purchase. 

The  determination  of  this  question  must  depend  upon  the  construc- 
tion oi'  the  Statutes  of  17D7  in  relation  to  the  recording  of  conveyances, 
which  Statutes  were  in  force  when  both  deeds  were  lodged  in  the  town 
cleric's  Office. 

The  5th  section  of  the  Act  for  Regulating  Conveyances  of  Real 
Estate,  specifies  the  several  requisites  of  such  conveyances.  It  de- 
clares "  that  all  deeds  or  other  conveyances  of  any  lands,  tenements 
or  hereditaments,  lying  in  this  State,  signed  and  scaled  by  the  party 
granting  the  same,  having  good  and  lawful  authority  thereunto  and 
signed  by  two  or  more  witnesses,  and  acknowledged  by  such  grantor  or 
grantors  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  recorded,  at  length,  in  the 
clerk's  office  of  the  town,  in  tchich  such  lands,  tenements  or  Jieredita- 
ments  lie,  shall  be  valid  to  pass  the  same,  without  any  other  act 
or  ceremony  in  law  whatever." 

If  the  language  of  this  Statute  were  to  be  taken  in  its  ordinary  sense 
and  serve  to  control  our  decision,  there  would  seem  to  be  but  little 
doubt  of  its  effect.  There  would  in  regard  to  the  mortgage  appear  to 
have  been  a  full  and  literal  compliance  with  the  words  of  the  Statute. 
The  mortgage  had  been  transcribed  at  length  in  the  town  clerk's  office, 
and  by  the  proper  officer,  and  duly  certified  as  recorded ;  and  that  is 
what  is  commonly  understood  as  constituting  a  record  of  it. 

It  is,  however,  said,  that  although  the  ordinary  signification  of  the 
word  "recorded"  may  be  satisfied  by  what  was  done  in  this  case,  yet, 
that  the  Act  regulating  town  meetings  and  the  choice  and  duty  of  town 
officers,  is  to  be  construed  as  providing  an  additional  requisite  to  the 
record  of  conveyance — in  other  words,  as  in  effect  declaring  that  a 
deed  shall  not  be  considered  as  recorded,  until  an  index  to  it  is  entered 
upon  the  alphabet. 

No  such  language  is,  however,  found  in  that  Act,  nor  do  wc  think 
any  intention  to  engraft  such  additional  requisite  upon  a  deed  can 
be  fairly  implied  from  the  language;  used.  The  object  of  the  Act  is  to 
point  out  the  duty  of  the  clerk,  not  only  in  the  making  of  a  proper 
record  of  conveyances,  but  also  in  furnishing  facilities  for  their  dis- 
covery, examination  and  use  by  all  persons  interested  in  them.  And 
to  secure  the  due  performance  of  these  duties  the  clerk  is  made  liable 
to  the  party  injured  for  the  neglect  of  them,  and  to  the  security  of  the 
party  injured  is  superadded,  by  a  subsequent  Statute,  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  town.  The  index  or  alphabet,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
clerk  to  have  annexed  to  his  book,  seems  to  be  one  of  the  facilities  to 
be  used  in  making  search  for  the  record,  not  a  part  of  the  record  itself. 
It  is  his  duty  to  have  an  index,  and  to  enter  upon  it  a  proper  reference 
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to  ever}-  record  of  a  conveyance,  and  for  any  neglect  to  do  so,  he  and 
the  town  are  liable  for  the  damages  any  person  may  suffer  by  it.  But 
it  is  not  certain  that  any  one  will  be  injured  by  the  neglect,  and  there- 
fore the  record  itself  should  not  be  void.  The  clerk  may  know  the 
place  of  the  record  and  may  point  it  out  to  all  who  may  wish  to  ex- 
amine it.  A  purchaser  may  take  his  deed,  relying  alone  upon  the  repre- 
sentations or  covenants  of  his  grantor,  without  desiring  to  examine  the 
records.  An  index,  or  the  want  of  it,  would  seem  to  be  of  no  import- 
ance to  him.  So  if  without  making  any  search  or  causing  any  to  be 
made,  a  purchaser  should  rely  solely  on  the  representations  of  the 
clerk,  that  the  title  was  clear,  and  those  representations  should  be 
knowingly  false,  it  is  perhaps  questionable  whether  he  could  be  said  to 
be  injured  by  the  want  of  an  index.  That  would  only  seem  to  become 
important  when  an  actual  search  of  the  records  was  desired  to  be  made. 
The  legitimate  ground  of  complaint  in  such  case  would  probably  be  the 
fraudulent  representations  of  the  clerk. 

There  are  many  practical  difficulties  in  the  way  of  making  an  index 
to  the  record  an  essential  requisite  to  the  validity  of  the  title.  The 
Statute  provides  for  an  k>  index  or  alphabet."  Are  the  two  words  used 
synonymously?  Or  have  they  here,  as  they  often  have,  different  mean- 
ings? Is  it  indispensable  that  the  index  should  be  in  alphabetical 
order?  If  so,  shall  the  name  of  the  grantor  or  the  grantee  be  alpha- 
betted?  Or  shall  there  be  two  indexes,  one  of  each?  Must  the 
Christian  name  be  written  at  length,  or  will  the  initials  be  sufficient? 
It  is  obvious,  that  if  an  index  is  held  to  be  an  essential  part  of  the 
record,  the  way  will  at  once  be  opened  for  a  serious  and  embarrassing 
course  of  litigation  in  settling  by  judicial  construction,  what  shall  con- 
stitute a  sufficient  index,  and  what  departures  from  a  prescribed  form 
shall  render  the  record  invalid.  And  all  this,  perhaps,  when  there  has 
been  no  real  injury  to  any  one  in  consequence  of  a  defective  index. 

lint  if  from  the  want  of  an  index,  or  a  proper  entry  upon  it,  the 
record  is  to  be  inoperative,  shall  it  lie  held  absolutely  void?  If  the 
reference  to  it  upon   the  index   lie   not    made   the  instant  the  record  is 

completed,  is  the  records  mere  nnllitx  ?  Or  may  the  record  be  re- 
stored and  made  operative  by  a  subsequent  entry  upon  the  index?  If 
so,  when  does  the  record  take  effect?     IC  from   the  entry  on  the  index, 

how  is  the  true  time  to  be  shown?    Shall  the  clerk  certify  upon  the 

record  the  time  of  the  entry?  That  has  never  been  done.  The  true 
time  the  record  takes  effect  must  then  in  all  cases  be  left  open  to  be 
proved  by  parol'  In  this  case  it  appears  by  the  evidence  of  the  town 
clerk,  thai  the  plaintiff's  mortgage  u:h  first,  alphabetted  some  time  in 
August  or  September,  1844. 

This  evidence  Ifl  quite  too  loose  and  uncertain,  from  which  to  deter- 
mine when  a  record  la  to  become  operative,  as  all  parol  evidence  neces- 
sarily  must    l'e.      It    i-   obvious,  that    if  an   entry  of  a  deed   upon   the 

index  is  held  to  be  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  record,  that  it  must 

necessarily  lead  to  inextricable  confusion  and  uncertainty  in  regard  to 
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the  priority  of  conveyances,  [ndeed,  the  difficulties  in  the  way  <>f  a 
decision  to  thai  effect,  appear  to  us  to  be  insurmountable.  On  the  other 
hand,  we  do  not  perceive  but  that  the  object  of  the  statute's  providing 
for  the  recording  of  deeds  will  be  fully  answered  by  leaving  anybody, 
actually  sustaining  an  injury  from  the  want  of  an  index,  or  by  a 
defective  one.  to  Ins  Statute  remedy  against  the  clerk  and  the  towns. 

The  ease  of  Sawyer  v.  Adams,  8  Yt.  R.  172,  has  been  relied  upon 
by  the  defendants'  counsel,  as  having  an  important  bearing  upon  the 
question  in  this.  But  our  decision  does  not  conflict  with  the  law  of 
that  rase.  The  facts  in  that  case  were  peculiar.  From  them,  the  court 
found  that  there  had  been  in  effect  no  record  of  the  deed  upon  the  book 
of  records.  Chief  Justice  Williams,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  the  court,  puts  the  case  upon  that  ground.  He  says  "  that 
recording  means  the  copying  the  instrument  to  be  recorded  into  the 
public  records  of  the  town,  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  by  or 
under  the  superintendence  of  the  officer  appointed  therefor."  This, 
the  court  held,  had  not  in  that  case  been  done.  But  it  had  clearly  been 
done  in  this  case.  The  deed  was  copied  by  the  town  clerk  into  the 
proper  book,  in  the  proper  place,  and  duly  certified  as  recorded,  which 
would  doubtless  have  been  held  by  the  court  at  that  time,  to  have  been 
sufficient. 

We  are  all  agreed  that  the  proper  office  of  the  index  is,  what  its 
name  imports,  to  point  to  the  record,  but  that  it  constitutes  no  part  of 
the  record  ;  and  we  must  consequently  hold,  that  the  plaintiffs  mort- 
gage became  an  encumbrance  upon  the  land  from  the  time  it  was  tran- 
scribed upon  the  record,  and  that  the  defendant  Lyman  took  his  title 
subject  to  it. 

The  result  is,  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  to  be 
affirmed,  with  directions  to  that  court  to  fix  upon  a  time  for  redemption 
and  to  carry  this  decree  into  effect. 


MIMS   v.   MIMS. 

Supreme  Count  of  Alabama.     1859. 

{Reported  35  Ala.  23.] 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  at  Claiborne. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Wade  Keyes. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  Cullen  Mims,  against  Stanford 
Mims  and  the  heirs-at-law  of  John  J.  Sessions,  deceased;  and  sought 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  a  tract  of  land.  The  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted by  said  Sessions,  on  the  14th  February,  1855;  and  acknowledged 
an  indebtedness  on  his  part  to  Cullen  Mims,  uin  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty-two  40-100  dollars,  to  be  paid  on  or  before  the  first 
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day  of  May  nest,  and  the  further  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  to  be 
paid  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  January  next  /"  which  suras  it  pur- 
ported to  secure.  This  mortgage  was  duly  acknowledged  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  and  was  filed  in  the  otlice  of  the  probate  judge, 
for  registration,  on  the  5th  March,  1855;  but  the  transcribing  officer, 
in  recording  it,  omitted  the  words  which  are  italicized,  so  that  it  ap- 
peared from  the  record  to  be  a  security  only  for  the  sum  of  SI 22.40. 
On  the  2d  day  of  March,  1857,  the  land  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
county,  under  an  execution  against  Sessions,  which  was  issued  on  a 
judgment  rendered  in  the  fall  of  1856,  and  was  purchased  at  the  sale 
by  Stanford  Minis,  who,  in  his  answer  to  the  bill,  alleged  that  he  had 
no  notice  whatever  of  the  mortgage,  save  that  which  he  had  derived 
from  an  inspection  of  the  records,  and  that  he  bought  the  land  because 
he  considered  it  worth  more  than  the  sum  which  the  mortgage,  as  re- 
corded, purported  to  secure;  and  he  insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to 
protection,  except  as  to  that  portion  of  the  mortgage  debt.  A  formal 
answer  was  put  in  by  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  all  the  infant  heirs,  and 
a  decree  pro  co?ifesso,  after  irregular  publication,  was  entered  against 
one  of  the  adult  heirs,  who  was  a  non-resident.  On  final  hearing,  on 
pleadings  and  proof,  the  Chancellor  rendered  a  decree  for  the  com- 
plainant, and  ordered  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  lands  ;  and  his  decree  is 
now  assigned  as  error,  together  with  the  irregular  decree  pro  confesso. 

8.  J.  Cumming,  for  appellant 

It.  C.   Torrey,  contra. 

A.  J.  Walker,  C.  J.  By  the  sale  under  execution,  the  entire  in- 
terest of  Sessions,  the  mortgagor,  passed  from  him,  as  fully  as  it  could 
have  done  by  a  sale  made  by  himself.  Code,  §  2455.  After  the  entire 
Interest  of  the  mortgagor  had  thus  been  transferred  to  the  purchaser 
at  the  sale  under  execution,  the  mortgagor  was  not  an  indispensable 
or  necessary  party  defendant  to  the  mortgagee's  bill  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage  :  and  so,  after  his  death,  his  heirs  would  not  have  been 
necessary  parties  defendant,  llatre  v.  Auze,  5  Ala.  173;  Story's  Eq. 
PL  i  197. 

2.  Stanford  Mims,  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  under  execution,  could 
not  have  obtained  a  dismissal  of  the  complainant's  bill  in  the  court 
below,  upon  the  ground  that  the  heirs  of  Sessions  were  not  made 
parties,  if  the  bill  bad  omitted  to  make  them  parties.  He  could  not 
object  that  persons  wen'  not  made  parties,  unless  those  persons  were 
necessary  parties.  For  a  like  reason,  be  cannot  complain  on  error  that 
a  non-resident,  one  of  the  heirs  of  Sessions,  who  wbb  not  a  necessary 
party.  w;i>  not  broughl  before  the  court  by  a  regular  publication,  filling 
the  requisitions  <>r  the  Statute.  He  himself  was  the  only  necessary  de- 
fendant, and  it  is  not  conceivable  that  his  rights  have  been  In  any  wise 
prejudiced  by  the  failure  to  perfect  service  by  publication  In  a  legal 
mannei  as  to  an  unnecessary  party. 

8.  Upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  decree  of  the  Chancellor  was 
right     Section  1270  of  the  Code  makes  a  conveyance  "operative  as 
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a  record  "  from  the  day  of  the  delivery  to  the  judge  of  probate.  The 
object  :m>l  effect  of  this  section  aiv  clearly  to  place  the  conveyance,  as 
Boon  aa  the  grantee  has  discharged  his  entire  part  in  procuring  the 
record,  1>\  baving  it  properly  proved,  or  acknowledged  and  delivered 
to  the  officer,  in  the  same  attitude  as  if  it  were  spread  upon  the  record 
book.  This  Statute" relieves  a  party,  who  has  done  all  that  is  devolved 
upon  him  by  the  law,  from  the  consequence  of  the  failure  of  the  pro- 
bate judge  to  discharge  his  duty,  or  of  the  imperfect  manner  in  which 
he  discharges  it.  The  conveyance  being  operative  as  a  record  from  its 
delivery  to  the  judge,  no  subsequent  mistake  of  his  could  deprive  it 
of  the  operation  thus  given  it  by  law.  It  follows  that,  under  the 
Statute  above  referred  to,  the  mortgage  is  not  impaired  in  its  efficiency 
against  purchasers  or  creditors,  by  the  fact  that  there  was  a  mistake  ia 
copying  it  upon  the  record,  whereby  it  was  made  to  seem  to  be  a  se- 
curity  for  a  smaller  amount  than  that  aetually  provided  for  in  the 
mortgage.  This  view  of  our  Statutes  renders  it  unnecessary  for  us  to 
examine  the  decisions  in  McGregor  and  Darling  v.  Hall,  3  St.  &  P. 
397;  Frost  v.  Beekman,  1  John.  Ch.  288;  Beekman  v.  Frost,  18 
Johns.  544. 

The  decree  of  the  Chancellor  is  affirmed. 


barney  v.  Mccarty. 

Supreme  Court  of  Iowa.     1864. 
[Reported  15  Iowa,  510.] 

Tnis  is  an  action  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  upon  lot  12,  block 
29,  City  of  Keokuk,  executed  by  Jonathan  McCarty  to  Marsh,  Lee, 
&  Delavan,  for  balance  of  purchase  money,  and  which  has  now  become 
the  property  of  petitioner. 

The  mortgage  was  dated  23d  of  October,  1847,  duly  aeknowleged 
25th  of  October,  1847,  filed  in  the  recorder's  office  of  Lee  County  for 
record  on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1847,  and  was  recorded  at  large 
on  the  7th  day  of  January,  1848,  in  book  2,  page  186,  being  in  its 
proper  order  ami  place  in  said  records ;  and  on  the  original  instrument 
is  indorsed  a  memorandum  of  the  date  of  filing,  date  and  book  and  page 
of  the  record,  which  is  signed  by  the  recorder,  all  in  the  manner  re- 
quired by  law.  All  this  is  admitted  ;  but  it  appears  no  index  to  the 
said  record  was  made  until  after  this  suit  was  commenced,  which  was 
in  January,  1859.  In  the  mean  time  said  McCarty  had  sold  said  lot, 
and  the  several  defendants  have  become  owners  of  parts  thereof,  who 
now  claim  to  be  innocent  purchasers  for  value,  without  notice.  In  an 
amended  petition,  all  defendants  are  charged  with  having  personal 
notice,  hut  the  proof  taken  fails,  it  is  admitted,  to  bring  this  home  to 
any  except  Win.  and  R.  L.  Ruddick  and  Guy  Wells. 
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The  District  Court  rendered  a  personal  judgment  against  McCarty, 
the  mortgagor,  but  refused  to  decree  said  lot  or  any  part  thereof  to  be 
sold  to  pay  said  mortgaged  indebtedness.  From  this  the  plaintiff 
appeals,  and  holds  that  the  court  should  have  ordered  said  lot  to  be 
sold  to  pay  the  purchase-money  due  him. 

//.  Scott  Jlowell,  for  the  appellant. 

Rankin  and  Mc  Crary,  with  whom  was  R.  H.  Gilmore,  for  the 
appellee. 

Dillon,  J.  I.  The  first  ground  upon  which  the  appellant  seeks  to 
reverse  the  decree  below  is,  that  the  defendants,  Win.  and  R.  L.  Rud- 
dick and  Guy  Wells,  had  actual  notice  of  the  mortgage  in  suit  at  the 
time  when  they  respectively  purchased  the  portions  of  the  lot  now  owned 
by  them. 

This  question  cannot  for  several  reasons  be  examined  in  this  court. 
By  the  Revision  (§  3000)  mortgages  are  to  be  foreclosed  as  in  cases  of 
ordinary  proceedings  ;  and  by  section  2999  the  court  on  appeal  Li  shall 
try  only  the  legal  errors"  [of  the  cause]  "  duly  presented,  as  in  a  case 
of  ordinary  proceedings,  including  the  sufficiency  of  the  facts  stated 
on  the  record  as  the  basis  of  the  judgment  to  warrant  the  same." 

As  to  Guy  Wells,  the  record  does  not  show  that  there  was  any  finding 
of  the  facts,  either  by  a  jury  or  by  the  court,  as  required  by  the  last 
cited  section  of  the  Revision.  As  to  the  Messrs.  Ruddick  an  issue  was 
made  to  a  jury,  who  found  that  they  had  no  notice  independent  of  the 
record  of  the  mortgage  in  suit  at  the  time  when  the  deed  of  trust  under 
which  they  claim  was  executed.  No  exception  was  taken  to  this  finding 
of  the  jury  and  no  motion  was  made  to  set  the  same  aside  as  being 
against  the  weight  of  evidence  or  for  any  other  cause.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  "legal  error  duly  presented"  to  the  appellate  court  for  its 
review  BO  far  as  relates  to  the  question  of  actual  notice.  See  Dovtir- 
man  v.   Webster,  decided  at  the  present  term. 

II.  It  is  furthermore  claimed,  by  the  plaintiff,  that  Ruddick  is  not  a 
l„>n,i  //  A.  purchaser,  because,  on  the  day  on  which  he  purchased  under 
his  deed  of  trust  and  before  the  completion  of  such  purchase,  he  was 
notified  by  the  plaintiff's  agent  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  in  suit. 
The  fact  of  such  a  notice  is  conceded,  and  the  only  question  which 

arises  is.  what  effect,  if  any,  it  will   have   upon   Ruddick's  rights?     To 

sustain  his  position,  the  plaintiff  refers  to  Thomas  v.  Graham,  Walk. 
Ch.  118;  .A  wett  v.  /'</////<  /•,  7  John.  Ch.  <'.:> ;  and  Miner  v.  WiUoughby, 
:;  Minn.  289  ;  which  are  to  the  effect  that  "A  plea  of  a  bona  /'•><  pur- 
chaser, without  notice,  must  aver  not  only  a  want  of  notice  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase,  bul  also  at  the  time  of  its  completion,  and  of  the  pay- 
incut  of  the  money.      The  money  mUSl    be   actually  paid  before  notice." 

Many  other  cases  mighl  lie  referred  t<>.  establishing  the  same  principle. 
lint,  unfortunate!}'  lor  the  plaintiff,  his  case  does  nol  fall  within  the 
reason  upon  which  this  principle  is  based.  If  Ruddick  hail  do  notice 
at  the  time  when  he  .'chanced  his  money  and  received  his  deed  of  trust 
in  security  therefor,  no  subsequent  notice  can  affect   him  or  in  any  way 
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cut  (town  his  rights.  He  is  in  law  considered  as  occupying  as  high 
ground  as  an  absolute  purchaser,  from  the  moment  he  parts  with  his 
money.  Mortgagees  are  within  the  protection  of  the  Statute,  as  well  as 
purchasers.  (R.  S.,  L848,  p.  208,  §  80;  Code,  1851,  §§  1211-1214; 
Porter  it  al  v.  Oreen  et  <d.,  1  Iowa,  571.) 

III.  We  now  arrive  at  the  principal  and  most  important  question  in 
the  cause,  ami  that  is,  whether  the  defendants  are  affected  with  con- 
structive notice  of  the  plaintiffs  mortgage. 

And  this  raises  hut  one  inquiry,  viz.,  whether  under  the  registration 
laws  then  in  force,  the  total  omission  by  the  recorder  to  index  this 
mortgage,  deprived  the  record  thereof  of  the  power  of  imparting  con- 
structive notice  of  its  existence  and  contents. 

The  prior  decisions  of  this  court,  although  not  covering  a  case  pre- 
cisely like  the  present,  aid  nevertheless  most  materially  in  its  solution. 
In  other  States  there  exists  a  most  perplexing  conflict  of  authority  re- 
specting the  question  whether  the  grantee  in  an  instrument,  or  a  subse- 
quent  purchaser,  shall  suffer  for  the  mistake  or  omission  of  the  recorder 
in  registering  it,  or  neglecting  to  register  it.  By  some  courts  it  is  con- 
sidered, that  where  the  part}*  has  duly  deposited  his  deed  with  the 
proper  officer  for  record,  he  has  performed  his  whole  duty,  and  conse- 
quently the  subsequent  mistake  or  neglect  of  the  recorder  will  not 
affect  him  or  invalidate  his  title.  (Nichols  v.  Reynolds,  1  R.  I.,  30,  31  ; 
Cook  v.  Hall,  1  Gilm.,  575  ;  2  Sug.  Ven.,  466  ;  Merrick  v.  Wallace,  19 
111.,  486  ;  McGregor  v.  Hall,  3  S.  &  P.,  401 ;  10  Ala.,  368  ;  Beverly  v. 
HlHs,  1  Rand.  [Va.],  106.) 

In  the  case  last  cited,  the  court  went  so  far  as  to  hold,  that  where  a 
deed  is  filed  for  record,  it  is  in  contemplation  of  law  recorded,  though  it 
should,  in  consequence  of  being  stolen,  never  be  entered  upon  the  record. 
But  the  current  of  authorit}'  is  otherwise,  holding  it  to  be  the  duty  of 
the  party  filing  the  instrument,  as  between  him  and  a  subsequent  bona 
fide  purchaser,  to  see  that  all  of  the  pre-requisites  of  a  valid  and  com- 
plete registration  are  complied  with.  (Frost  v.  Beekman,  1  John.  Ch., 
288  ;  10  John.,  544  ;  Jennings  v.  Wood,  20  Ohio,  261  ;  8  Verm.,  175  ; 
1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  §  404  ;  10  Verm.,  555.)  And  this  question,  con- 
ceded not  to  be  free  from  difficulty,  was  upon  solemn  deliberation  settled 
in  this  court  in  Miller  v.  Bradford  et  al.,  12  Iowa,  14.  With  this 
decision  we  are  content,  and  the  question  cannot  be  regarded  as  being 
any  longer  an  open  one  in  this  State.  Agreeably  to  the  doctrine  there 
established,  it  was  the  dut}T  of  the  mortgagee  of  the  instrument  in  suit, 
to  see  that  the  essential  requirements  of  the  registry  law  were  observed  ; 
for,  unless  suhstantialhy  observed,  the  registry  thereof  would  not  impart 
constructive  notice  to  subsequent  mortgagees  or  purchasers,  and  con- 
sequently the  loss,  if  any,  will  fall  upon  him  or  his  assignee,  and  not 
upon  them. 

We  now  advance  one  step  further,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether 
the  indexing  of  the  mortgage  was  an  essential  requirement  of  the  Stat- 
ute.    The  mortgage  in  question  was  executed  and  filed  for  record  dur- 
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ing  the  time  when  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1843  ("The  Blue  Book") 
were  in  force.  There  are  three  Acts  which  relate  to  this  subject,  viz. : 
1st.  Section  30  of  the  Act  of  February  16,  1843  (R.  S.,  202),  entitled 
"  An  Act  to  regulate  Conveyances."  2d.  Sections  3  and  4  of  the  Act 
of  February  14,  1843  (R.  S.,  442),  entitled  "  An  Act  concerning  Mort- 
gages." 3d.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  January  23d,  1843  (R.  S.,  541), 
entitled  "  An  Act  relating  to  the  Office  of  Recorder  of  Deeds." 

These  laws  were  all  passed  at  the  same  session,  and  within  a  month 
of  each  other.  Being  in  pari  materia,  they  are  not  only  to  be  con- 
strued together,  but  to  be  construed,  if  it  can  fairly  and  reasonably  be 
done,  so  as  to  give  operation  and  effect  to  each. 

Taking  these  Acts  as  a  whole,  they  very  clearly  point  out  the  succes- 
sive steps  which  together  constitute  a  complete  and  therefore  valid 
registration  of  an  instrument.  As  constructive  notice,  by  means  of 
recorded  instruments,  depends  wholly  upon  statutory  provisions,  it  is 
necessary  carefully  to  examine  those  provisions.  As  concerns  the 
present  inquiry,  the  substance  of  the  Act  of  February  16,  1843,  is,  that 
the  proper  instrument  "shall  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  recorder 
of  the  county  in  which  the  real  estate  is  situated"  (§  29),  and  "shall 
(§  30),  from  the  time  of  filing  the  same  with  the  recorder,  impart  notice 
to  all  persons  of  the  contents  thereof." 

While  provision  is  thus  made  as  to  the  effect  of  filing,  no  provision 
is  made  as  to  the  manner  of  filing,  or  noting,  or  mode  of  recording. 
The  Act  of  February  14,  §  2  (R.  S.,  442),  after  repeating  almost  liter- 
ally the  above  language,  as  to  the  effect  of  filing,  proceeds,  in  the  next 
section  (3),  thus  to  point  out  the  duty  of  the  recorder  :  "  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  recorder  to  indorse  on  every  mortgage  filed  in  his  office  for 
record,  and  note  in  the  record  the  precise  time  such  mortgage  was  filed 
for  record." 

By  analyzing  the  fourth  section  of  the  Act  of  January  23,  1843,  it 
will  he  seen  that  the  recorder  is  required  to  perform  tin'  following  acts, 
not  only  with  respect  to  mortgages,  but  all  instruments  authorized  to  be 
recorded  ■ 

1.  "  File  all  deeds,  &c.  presented  to  him  for  record,  and  note  on  the 
back  of  the  same  the  hour  and  day  when  they  were  presented  for 
record." 

_.  •■  Keep  a  fair  book  on  which  he  shall  immediately  make  an  entry 
i y  deed,  ,Lri\ ing  date,  parties,  description  of  land,  dating  it  on  tin- 
day  when  it  was  filed  in  his  office. " 

3.  "Record  all  instruments  in  regular  succession." 

4.  "  Make  and  keep  a  complete  alphabetical  hides  to  each  record  book, 
showing  page  on  whieh  each  instrument  Lb  recorded,  with  the  names  of 
the  parties  thereto." 

This  Act    is   silent    as   to   the   lime   when    notice   commences,    but    ifl 

specific  as  to  the  mode  of  Disking  and  keeping  the  registry. 

I.'  ling  these  various  statutes  together  in  the  lighl  of  the  known 
Objects  of  registration  laws,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  each  of  the  fol- 
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lowing  steps  is  necessary  to  be  substantially  observed,  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  compliance  with  their  requirements: 

1.  Tin  Instrument  must  be  deposited  or  tiled  with  the  recorder  for 
record,  lie  thereupon  notes  the  laet  and  "the  hour  and  day"  on  the 
hack  thereof,  and  the  day  on  k'  the  fair  book,"  as  it  is  styled,  and 
retains  the  instrument  in  his  office.  The  instrument  itself  thus  remain* 
ing  on  file  in  his  office,  with  the  indorsement  upon  it,  and  the  entries 
in  the  "  fair  book,"  which  are  required  to  be  immediately  made,  con- 
stitute  the  notice  until  the  instrument  is  actually  extended  upon  the 
records. 

2.  The  next  step  in  the  process  is  the  recording,  that  is,  the  copying 
of  the  instrument  at  large  into  the  u  record  book,"  and  noting  in  it  the 
precise  time  when  it  was  filed  for  record.  The  object  of  this  noting 
is  that  the  record  may  show  on  its  face  when  the  notice  commences. 

3.  The  third  and  final  step  is  the  indexing  of  the  instrument  so  re- 
corded. The  Statute  prescribes  the  requisites  of  the  index.  It  shall  be 
a  complete  alphabetical  index  to  each  record  book,  and  shall  give  the 
names  of  the  parties,  and  show  the  page  where  each  instrument  is  re- 
corded. The  paging  cannot,  of  course,  be  given  until  the  deed  is 
actually  transcribed  into  the  record  book,  and  up  to  this  time  it  remains 
on  file.  When  recorded  and  indexed,  the  deed  may  be  withdrawn,  and 
the  record  takes  its  place  and  constructively  imparts  notice  to  the  world 
of  its  existence  and  contents. 

Keeping  in  view  alike  the  well-known  objects  and  the  enlightened 
policy  on  which  the  Registry  Acts  are  based,  as  well  as  the  language  and 
requirements  of  the  several  .Statutes  above  cited,  the  court  are  of  the 
opinion,  that  all  three  of  these  steps  are  essential  integral  parts  of  a 
complete  valid  registration.  It  follows  that,  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff's 
mortgage  was  never  indexed  at  all  until  after  the  defendant's  right 
attached,  the  record  thereof  was  so  incomplete  and  defective  as  not 
constructively  to  charge  subsequent  purchasers  or  mortgagees  with 
notice. 

And  having  stated  the  result,  we  might  here  properly  conclude,  were 
it  not  due  to  the  elaborate  research  of  counsel,  as  evinced  in  their  argu- 
ments, that  we  should  state  somewhat  more  at  large  the  reasons  for  our 
opinion. 

The  plaintiffs  counsel,  looking  at  a  detached  portion  of  these  Acts, 
rests  his  case  wholly  upon  the  statutory  declaration,  that  notice  of  the 
existence  of  the  mortgage  shall  date  "from  the  time  the  same  is  filed 
in  the  recorder's  office  for  record."  As  the  filing  is  but  one  step  in  a 
series  of  steps,  this  language  presupposes,  and  is  in  fact  based  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  other,  and  in  the  order  of  time,  the  subsequent  re- 
quirements of  the  law,  will  be  observed.  We  ask  this  question  :  Would 
the  mere  filing  be  notice,  if  the  instrument  were  never  recorded,  and  if 
the  grantee  should  voluntarily  withdraw  it  before  registration?  Cer- 
tainly not ;  and  yet  the  literal  construction  which  is  insisted  on  by  the 
plaintiff  would  so  require  us  to  hold. 

Again :  The  meaning  of  this  language  has  been  determined  by  the 
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recent  decision  of  MiUer  v.  Bradford  et  al.,  12  Iowa,  14.  "This 
Statute,"  says  Wright,  J.,  "in  our  opinion,  was  only  intended  to  fix 
the  time  from  which  notice  to  subsequent  purchasers  was  to  commence, 
and  not  to  make  such  filing  or  depositing  notice  of  the  contents  after 
the  same  was  recorded."  The  correctness  of  this  view  is  supported  by 
both  reason  and  authority.  Without  this  provision,  it  would  remain 
uncertain  whether  notice  dated  from  time  of  filing,  or  only  from  the 
time  of  actual  registration  ;  and  to  settle  and  fix  this  most  material 
matter  was  the  cardinal  and  primary  design  of  the  Legislature.  See  on 
this  point  Barney  v.  Little  et  al.,  decided  at  the  present  term. 

We  are  referred  to  the  case  of  Cook  v.  Hull  1  Gilm.,  575,  as  being 
against  the  view  we  have  taken.  It  is  true  that  the  Illinois  Statutes  are 
the  same  as  ours,  and  the  case  is  apparently,  but  yet  not  really,  in  point. 
The  deed  in  that  case  was  deposited  with  a  deputy  recorder  de  facto, 
who  omitted  to  enter  it  on  the  "  fair  book  "  provided  for  by  the  law, 
but  the  deed  itself  remained  on  file.  The  court  held  that  it  was  notice 
from  the  time  of  filing  the  same,  and  that  the  requisition  about  the 
entry  in  the  "  fair  book  "  was  only  directory.  The  case  did  not  turn  on 
the  necessity  of  an  alphabetical  index,  after  the  deed  was  registered 
and  withdrawn.  Besides  this  case,  as  well  as  the  subsequent  one  of 
Merrick  v.  Wallace,  19  111.  48G,  in  the  reasons  given  for  the  decision, 
contlicts  with  the  doctrine  of  this  court  in  JliUcr  v.  Bradford,  supra, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  considered  that  any  omission  or  fault  of  the  recorder 
must  fall  upon  a  subsequent  purchaser,  and  not  upon  the  party  who 
files  the  instrument  for  record. 

Plaintiff  also  relies  upon  Curtis  v.  Lyman,  24  Vt.  334.  The  court 
in  this  case,  under  a  Statute  which  provided  "  That  a  book  or  books, 
with  'in  index  or  alphabet  to  the  same,  suitable  for  registering  deeds, 
should  !><•  kept  in  each  town,  in  which  the  clerk  should  truly  record 
all  deeds,"  &c.,  held,  that  an  innocent  party  was  affected  with  notice 
of  a  mortgage  which,  though  duly  recorded,  was  never  indexed.  In 
Betting  forth  the  reasons  for  this  decision,  the  court  says: 

"  It  is  obvious  that  if  an  index  is  held  to  be  an  essential  part  of  the 
record,  the  way  will  at  once  be  opened  for  a  serious  and  embarrassing 
course  of  litigation  in  settling,  by  judicial  construction,  what  shall  con- 
stitute a  sufficient  index,  and  what  departures  from  a  prescribed  form, 
shall  render  the  record  invalid;  and  all  this  perhaps  when  there  has 
been  no  real  injury  to  any  one  in  consequence  of  a  defective  index. 
But  if.  from  the  want  of  an  index,  or  a  proper  entry  upon  it,  the  record 
is  to  be  inoperative,  shall  it  lie  held  absolutely  void?     If  the  reference 

to  it  upon  the  index  be  not    made  the    instant  the    record    is  completed. 

is  the  record  i  mere  nullity?    Or  may  the  record  be  restored  and  made 

operative  by  a  BUbsequenl  entry  upon  the  index?      [fsO,  win  ndoes  the 

record  take  effect?   .    .       We  are  all  agreed  thai   the  proper  office  of 

the  index  is  to  point    to  the  record,  l>ut  that   it  constitutes  no  part  of  the 

record."  As  our  statute  prescribes  the  requisites  <»f  the  index  which  it 
requires,  these  reasons  would  not  be  applicable  to  it. 

With  us  the  practice  has  always  been  to  search  tor  titles  through  the. 
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oames  of  the  successive  owners,  and  by  moans  of  the  index.  With  ns 
alienations  of  real  estate  are  easy  and  numerous.  There  is  not,  as  in 
Vermont,  a  registry  in  each  town,  but  only  one  for  each  county.  The 
record  books  are  consequently  numerous  and  voluminous.  It  is  utterly 
impracticable  to  examine  them  page  by  page.  It  is  stated  in  the  argu- 
ment that  the  record  books  in  Lee  County  already  number  some  thirty 
volumes.  An  index  is  a  necessity.  The  evidence  in  this  case  shows 
that  an  index  was  kept,  but  for  some  reason  the  mortgage  in  this  suit 
was  wholly  omitted  from  it.  If  no  index  was  required  or  kept,  a 
searcher  for  titles  would  know  what  he  had  to  do.  But  if  one  is  kept, 
and  if  a  given  instrument  is  omitted  and  yet  the  record  affects  the  pur- 
chaser with  notice,  it  is  a  snare  which  will  cntoil  the  most  diligent  and 
careful. 

A  deed,  in  the  language  of  counsel,  might  as  well  be  "buried  in  the 
earth  as  in  a  mass  of  records  without  a  clew  to  its  whereabouts,"  or  in 
the  language  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  in  Sairyer  v.  Adams, 
8  Verm.,  172,  the  instrument  might  as  well  be  written  "on  a  slate  or 
copied  into  the  recorder's  Family  Bible,  as  into  a  book  without  being 
indexed." 

We  are  also  cited  to  McLaren  v.  Thompson,  40  Maine,  284.  This 
case  and  Handley  v.  Iloice,  22  Maine,  560,  are,  as  they  seem  to  us, 
confirmatory  of  our  position.  The  Statute  required  "a  noting  on  the 
book  and  on  the  mortgage  of  the  time  when  the  same  was  received." 

The  court  (40  Maine,  284)  says:  "As  there  is  an  interval,  longer 
or  shorter  as  the  case  may  be,  between  the  delivery  of  an  instrument  to 
be  recorded,  and  the  recording  of  the  same,  the  object  ot  the  above  pro- 
vision of  the  Statute  is  to  protect  the  grantee,  during  the  lime  between 
the  noting  and  recording.  The  Statute,  it  will  be  seen,  required  the 
noting  both  on  the  mortgage  and  the  book ;  and  provided  that  the  in- 
strument '•  should  be  considered  as  recorded,  when  left  with  the  clerk 
as  aforesaid."  It  was  held,  that  a  noting  on  both  was  essential  to  make 
it  constructive  notice  against  an  attachment  levy.  Handley  v.  Howe, 
22  Maine,  560. 

The  analogies  of  the  law  support  our  view.  Thus,  an  undocketed 
judgment  is  no  notice.     2  Sug.  Ven.,  104. 

To  hold  that  an  index  is  not  essentially  part  of  a  valid  and  complete 
registration  in  this  State,  would  overlook  the  uniform  practice  of  relying 
wholly  upon  it  to  find  the  names  of  the  various  owners  in  tracing  titles, 
and  would  also  ignore  the  fundamental  design  of  the  Recording  Acts, 
which  is  to  give  certainty  and  security  to  titles,  by  requiring  all  deeds 
and  all  liens  to  be  made  matters  of  public  record,  and  thus  discoverable 
by  all  persons  who  are  interested  in  ascertaining  their  existence  and 
who  will  examine  the  records  in  the  mode  which  the  law  has  pointed 
out.      Cummings  v.  Long,  16  Iowa,  41. 

Decree  affirmed. 
Note.  —  Cf.  Gillespie  v.  Rogers,  146  Mass.  610  (1888) ;  Burns  v.  lioss,  215  Pa.  293 
(191  

i  See  Ritchie  v.  Griffiths,  1  Wash.  St.  429  (1890). 
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D.    Prior  Purchasers. 


GEORGE   v.   WOOD. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1864. 

[Reported  9  Allen,  80.] 

Bill  in  equity  to  redeem  land  from  a  mortgage.  After  the  former 
decision  in  this  case,  reported  in  7  Allen,  1-1,  the  parties  agreed  upon 
the  following  facts  :  — 

On  the  8th  of  August,  1853,  Nathaniel  Chessman,  being  seised  of  a 
tract  of  land  in  Millbrd,  mortgaged  it  to  Asa  Wood,  the  defendant's 
intestate,  to  secure  the  sum  of  81000,  which  lias  never  been  paid,  un- 
less the  release  hereinafter  mentioned  from  the  defendant  to  Chessman 
operated  as  a  payment  of  the  same.  Asa  Wood  afterwards  died,  and 
the  defendant  was  appointed  administratrix  of  his  estate  about  the  1st 
of  January,  1856.  On  the  12th  of  May,  1855,  Chessman  mortgaged  a 
part  of  the  land,  described  as  bounded  on  land  of  Daniel  Finley,  with 
full  covenants  of  warranty,  to  the  plaintiff,  to  secure  the  sum  of  81500, 
which  remains  wholly  unpaid.  This  mortgage  was  duly  recorded  in 
May,  1855.  On  the  4th  of  August,  1856,  Chessman  conveyed  another 
portion  of  the  land  to  Crawford  Pierce,  by  deed  of  warranty,  duly  re- 
corded on  the  20th  of  November,  1856.  On  the  26th  of  February, 
1857,  Chessman  conveyed  another  portion  of  the  land  to  Daniel  Finlev, 
by  died  of  quitclaim,  duly  recorded  on  the  25th  of  March,  1857.  On 
the  26th  of  February,  1857,  the  defendant  released  ami  discharged  the  lot 
conveyed  to  Pierce,  describing  it  as  running  "to  the  southerly  corner 
of  land  of  Daniel  Finlev,"  from  the  operation  of  the  mortgage  to  Asa 
Wood,  by  her  deed  of  quitclaim  to  Chessman,  recorded  on  the  Kith  of 
March,  1857. 

In  1  855  Chessman  sold  to  Finlev  the  lot  described  in  the  deed  to  the 
latter,  of  February  26th,  1857  ;  and  Finley  claimed  to  have  had  a  war- 
ranty deed  thereof,  wliieli  was  lost. 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  executing 
her  release  to  Chessman,  had  am  actual  knowledge  of  the  conveyance 
t<>  the  plaintiff,  or  of  that  to  Finley. 

The  case  was  reserved  i>\  Chapman, .).,  for  the  determination  of  the 
whole  court. 

/'.  0.  Bacon,  (P.  /-.  Aldrich  with  him.)  for  the  plaintiff. 

7'.  Q,  Kent,  for  the  defendant. 

HOAB,  J.  It  must  be  considered  as  settled  that  when  the  owner  of 
an  equity  of  redemption  conveys  by  deed  of  warranty  a  part  of  the 
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mortgaged  premises,  neither  he,  nor  his  heirs,  nor  subsequent  grantees 
with  notice  of  the  remaining  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  are  en- 
titled in  equity  to  contribution  from  the  Brst  grantee,  toward  payment 
of  the  mortgage  debt.  Chase  v.  Woodbury,  G  Cush.  148.  Bradley  v. 
George,  2  Allen.  392.  George  v.  Kent,  7  Allen,  16.  Kitbom  v. 
Bobbins,  8  Allen,  1GC>.  The  land  remaining  in  the  mortgagor  is  first 
chargeable;  and  the  equity  of  his  vendee  will  be  enforced  against  any 
subsequent  purchaser  from  him  with  notice.  Allen,  v.  Clark,  17 
Pick.  17. 

The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  that  this  equity  of  a  purchaser 
from  the  mortgagor  is  one  which  the  mortgagee  must  regard,  if  he  has 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of  it.  Parkman  v.  Welch,  19  Pick.  231. 
Brown  v.  Simons,  11  N.  II.  175.  1  Washburn  on  Real  Prop.  572, 
and  cases  cited.  4  Kent  Com.  (8th  ed.)  189,  n.  If  the  mortgagee, 
therefore,  releases  a  part  of  the  mortgaged  estate  to  a  purchaser,  he 
must  abate  a  proportionate  part  of  the  mortgage  debt,  if  it  be  neces- 
sary to  protect  a  prior  purchaser,  of  whose  title  he  had  notice  when  he 
made  the  release.  The  equities  between  successive  purchasers  from 
the  mortgagor  will  be  in  the  order  in  which  they  take  their  convey- 
ances, if  the  subsequent  purchasers  have  notice  of  those  which  precede. 
Guion  v.  Knapp,  6  Paige,  35.  Clowes  v.  Dickenson,  5  Johns.  Ch. 
235  ;  s.  c.  9  Cow.  403. 

These  principles  must  govern  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  suit ; 
and  the  first  question  is,  whether  the  defendant,  when  she  executed 
the  release  of  the  lot  purchased  by  Pierce,  had  notice  of  the  prior  con- 
veyance to  the  plaintiff.  His  conveyance  was  on  record,  which  he 
contends  was  constructive  notice.  The  release  was  to  the  original 
mortgagor,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  an}'  other  notice  than  the  record  of 
the  plaintiffs  deed.  It  has  been  held  in  New  York  that  the  recording 
of  a  second  mortgage  is  not  constructive  notice  to  the  mortgagee  under 
a  first  recorded  mortgage.  Wheelwright  v.  Depeyster,  4  Edw.  Ch.  232. 
Talmadge  v.  Wilgers,  lb.  239,  n.  Cheesebrough  v.  Millard,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  409.  /Stuyvesant  v.  Hone,  1  Sandf.  419.  The  same  doctrine  has 
prevailed  in  Pennsylvania.  Taylor  v.  Maris,  5  Rawle,  51.  And  it  was 
adopted  by  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.     3  McLean,  603. 

The  question  is  not  free  from  difficulty,  but  we  are  not  aware  of  any 
adjudged  case  to  the  contrary  ;  nor  indeed  of  any  case  in  which  the 
record  of  a  deed  has  been  held  to  be  constructive  notice  to  an}-  persons 
other  than  subsequent  purchasers,  or  those  claiming  title  under  the 
same  grantor.  2  White  &  Tudor's  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  (Amer.  ed.)  193. 
In  Parkman  v.  Welch,  ubi  supra,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  no  question 
seems  to  have  been  suggested  in  the  argument  or  decision  as  to  the 
necessity  of  any  notice  to  the  mortgagee  ;  and  no  allusion  is  made  in 
the  opinion  to  the  effect  of  any  prior  equit}^  resulting  to  the  prior  pur- 
chaser from  the  mortgagor.  The  case  apparent^  rests  upon  the  idea 
that  all  parts  of  the  mortgaged  premises  were  equally  liable  to  contrib- 
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ute  in  proportion  to  their  value,  in  the  hands  of  separate  purchasers, 
"without  regard  to  priority  ;  and  that  the  release  of  one  parcel  by  the 
mortgagee  would  be  a  discharge  pro  tanto  of  the  mortgage.  In  these 
respects  it  is  not  eas}-  to  see  how  the  case  can  be  reconciled  with 
Allen  v.  Clark ;  and  it  is  certainly  inconsistent  with  the  recent  deci- 
sions of  this  court  to  which  reference  has  been  made.  But  these  points, 
although  necessarily  involved  in  the  decision,  were  not  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  court ;  and  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Clark  was  decided 
before  the  justice  who  gave  the  opinion  in  Parkman  v.  Welch  came 
upon  the  bench,  and  had  not  then  been  reported. 

In  Brown  v.  Worcester  Bank,  8  Met.  47,  the  right  of  a  prior  pur- 
chaser of  a  part  of  an  equity  of  redemption  to  exemption  from  contri- 
bution to  purchasers  of  the  residue  was  not  noticed  by  Mr.  Justice 
Wilde,  who  gave  the  opinion  in  Allen  v.  Clark,  although  it  apparently 
existed.  But  it  is  now  firmly  established  as  a  rule  in  equity  in  this 
Commonwealth. 

When,  however,  the  purchaser  seeks  to  enforce  his  equity  against 
the  mortgagee,  it  is  reasonable  to  require  strict  proof  of  notice.  lie 
takes  his  title  with  full  knowledge  that  it  is  subject  to  the  mortgage  ; 
and  if  he  does  not  perfect  it  by  a  release,  he  ought  not  to  subject  the 
mortgagee  to  the  constant  necessity  of  investigating  transactions  be- 
tweeu  the  mortgagor  and  third  persons  subsequent  to  the  mortgage,  in 
order  to  protect  him  ;  when  b}-  giving  notice  he  can  so  easily  protect 
himself.  The  establishing  of  such  mere  collateral  equities,  which  do  not 
affect  the  legal  title,  cannot  be  considered  as  within  the  purposes  in- 
tended to  be  accomplished  by  the  Statutes  for  registration  of  deeds. 

The  only  remaining  point  which  has  been  argued  relates  to  the  pri- 
ority of  equities  between  the  plaintiff  and  Finley.  The  plaintiff  con- 
tends that  Finley's  title  preceded  the  grant  to  Pierce;  and  that  the 
release  to  Pierce  being  made  with  notice  of  Finley's  title,  as  shown 
from  the  recital  in  the  release  that  the  land  bounded  on  a  corner  of 
Finley's  land,  discharged  Finley  from  the  obligation  to  pay  the  propor- 
tion <»f  the  mortgage  which  should  have  been  borne  by  the  Fierce  lot; 
and  that  as  Finley's  title  whs  subsequent  to  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  is 
deprived  of  any  right  of  subrogation  against  him.  Bui  the  facts  do  not 
Qndwhen  Finley's  title  was  acquired,  or  his  purchase-money  paid.  The 
only  deed  to  finley,  which  it  is  agreed  ever  existed,  was  subsequent  to 
both  the  plaintiff's  and  Pierce's.     If  the  recital  in  the  release  is  proof 

of  an  earlier  title,  the  similar  recital   in  the  plaintiff's  deed  would   prove 

in  like  manner  that  Finley  had  a  priority  over  the  plaintiff.     But  we 

think  a  conclusive  answer  is.  that    this   question  Of  contribution  cannot 

be  settled  without  making  Finley  a  party  to  the  suit,  which  the  plain- 
tiff has  not  done.     Av&ry  v.  Pettent  7  Johns.  C'h.  21 1.1 

i  Cf.  Fosttr  v.  Carton,  16i>  Pa,  177  (1894). 
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SECTION   III. 

POSTPONEMENT   TO    UNRECORDED    DEEDS. 

A.    Extent  of  Subsequent  Conveyances. 

ADAMS   v.    CUDDY. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1833. 

[Reported  13  Pick.  460.] 

Trespass  quare  clausum.  The  defendant  pleaded  soil  and  freehold 
in  himself;  and  issue  was  taken  on  that  fact. 

Upon  a  case  stated  it  appeared,  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  parcel  of  a 
larger  tract  of  land  in  South  Boston,  which  was  set  off  to  Sarah  Baker, 
wife  of  William  Baker,  upon  the  division  of  the  estate  of  her  father, 
James  Blake,  deceased,  and  that  both  parties  claim  title  from  her. 

On  December  21,  1807,  William  Baker  executed  a  deed  with  cove- 
nants of  seisin  and  warranty,  purporting  to  convey  the  locus  in  quo  to 
Jonathan  Simonds  in  fee,  and  describing  it  accurately  by  metes  and 
bounds.  The  wife  of  Baker  joined  in  the  deed,  according  to  the  fol- 
lowing clause:  "  In  witness  whereof  I  the  said  William  Baker,  and  my 
wife,  in  consideration  of  one  dollar  paid  to  me  by  said  Simonds,  do 
forever  quit  my  right  and  fee  in  said  premises,  and  we  have  hereto  set 
our  hands  and  seals,"  &c.  This  deed  was  not  recorded  till  June  3, 
1808.  On  June  17,  1808,  Simonds  conveyed  the  same  land  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  deed  was  recorded  on  the  same  day. 

On  March  24,  1808,  William  Baker  and  wife  executed  a  deed  to 
William's  father,  Allen  Baker,  containing  the  following  clauses,  to  wit: 
"I,  William  Baker  &c.  and  Sarah  Baker,  my  wife,  in  her  right,  for  in 
consideration  of  six  hundred  dollars  paid  me  by  nry  honored  father, 
Allen  Baker  &c,  1  do,  by  these  presents,  the  receipt  acknowledge, 
and  release  and  forever  quitclaim  all  the  right  and  title  to  the  land  I 
have  in  South  Boston,  so  called,  formerly  a  part  of  the  estate  of  James 
Blake,  housewright,  deceased:  —  And  I,  Sarah  Baker,  for  myself,  for 
the  above  sum  mentioned  do,  for  myself,  forever  release  and  forever 
quitclaim  all  my  right  and  title  to  my  honored  father  aforesaid,  together 
with  my  right  of  dower,  the  receipt  whereof  we  do  hereby  acknowledge, 
grant,  bargain,  sell  and  convey  unto  our  honored  father  aforesaid,  to 
him,  his  heirs,"  &c.  This  deed  contained  no  covenant.  It  was  re- 
corded on  March  28,  1808. 

On  the  decease  of  Allen  Baker,  Rebecca  Baker,  his  widow,  was  ap- 
pointed administratrix  of  his  estate,  and  being  duly  authorized  to  sell 
his  real  estate,  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  convejed  to  Calvin  Baker, 
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by  a  deed  dated  March  20,  1818,  and  recorded  the  next  day,  all  the 
interest  of  the  deceased  in  a  certain  tract  of  land  in  South  Boston, 
described  by  metes  and  bounds.  This  tract  was  a  portion  of  the  land 
set  off  to  Sarah  Baker  and  included  the  locus  in  quo.  Calvin  Baker, 
by  a  deed  dated  November  8,  1821,  and  recorded  the  next  day,  con- 
veyed the  same  tract  to  the  defendant. 

The  depositions  of  William  and  Sarah  Baker,  who  were  both  living 
at  the  time  of  the  supposed  trespass,  were  put  into  the  case,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing,  that  at  the  time  when  they  conveyed  to  Allen 
Baker,  he  had  notice  of  the  prior  deed  to  Simonds. 

It  was  agreed,  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  the  de- 
fendant should  be  defaulted,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff 
for  30  dollars  damages  and  costs  ;  otherwise  the  plaintiff  was  to  become 
nonsuit. 

The  case  was  argued  in  writing  by  D.  A.  Simmons,  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  Hand  and  Fiske,  for  the  defendant. 

Shaw,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  question  be- 
tween these  parties  is  a  question  of  title  only,  it  being  admitted  that 
the  defendant  has  done  acts,  which  if  he  cannot  justify  on  the  ground 
of  title,  amount  to  a  trespass. 

The  first  question  is,  upon  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  William  Baker 
and  wife  to  Simonds.  It  is  certainly  a  very  imperfect,  illiterate,  and 
ill  drawn  conveyance.  It  is  contended,  that  there  are  no  words  of 
grant  or  conveyance  on  the  part  of  the  wife  ;  and  this  certainly  seems 
to  be  the  case,  if,  according  to  the  natural  and  grammatical  construc- 
tion of  the  language,  the  words  are  those  of  the  husband  only.  But 
we  do  not  consider  that  the  court  is  called  on  to  decide  what  quantum 
of  estate  passed  by  this  (\rvt\.  If  any  estate  passed  and  that  con- 
tinued till  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  it  is  sufficient  for  this 
action. 

The  husband  was  seised  in  right  of  his  wife.  It  does  not  appear 
by  the  facts,  whether  there  were  children  of  the  marriage  ;  if  there 
were,  the  husband  had  an  inchoate  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  which  was 
an  estate  for  his  own  life;  but  if  there  were  not,  he  had  a  freehold, 
determinable  upon  the  contingency  of  surviving  his  wife.     In  either 

way    of  considering    it,    he   had   a   seisin;   and   such   estate    as   he   had 

passed  by  his  deed  to  bis  grantee.  It  appears  by  the  depositions  in 
the  case,  that  William  Baker  and  his  wife  were  both  living,  when  the 
supposed  trespass  was  committed,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  title  at  that,  time  sufficient  to  enable  him  to  maintain  the  action. 

But  another  ground  of  defence  more  confidently  relied  upon,  is,  that 
before  the  above  deed  was  registered,  the  same  estate  was  conveyed  to 
Allen  Baker,  father  of  William,  through  whom  the  defendant  claims, 
without  notice  of  the  prior  conveyance,  and  the  subsequent  deed  was 
first  registered ;  and  so  thai  the  defendant  has  the  better  title;  and 
the  dates  of  the  execution  and  registry  of  the  respective  deeds  would 

seem  to  maintain  this  ground. 
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To  this  the  plaintiff  makes  two  answers,  first,  that  the  subsequent 
deed  from  William  Baker  and  wife,  to  his  rather  Allen  Baker,  did  not 
include  the  land  before  conveyed  to  Simonds;  and  secondly,  that 
Allen  Baker,  the  grantee,  had  notice  of  the  prior  conveyance  to 
Simonds. 

That  the  administratrix  of  Allen  Baker  supposed  that  the  deed  from 
William  to  his  father  embraced  the  premises,  is  manifest  from  the  fact, 
that  she  included  that  parcel  in  her  deed  to  Calvin  Baker,  made  in  pur- 
suance ol'  a  sale  under  a  license  ;  and  Calvin  Baker,  in  like  manner, 
included  it  in  his  deed  to  the  defendant.  But  if  the  estate  did  not 
vest  in  Allen  Baker,  then  his  administratrix  had  no  authority  to  con- 
vey it,  and  her  deed  was  void.  And  the  court  are  all  of  opinion, 
that  the  deed  of  William  Baker  and  wife  to  his  father,  did  not  em- 
brace the  premises.  This  deed  is  quite  as  illiterate  and  informal,  as 
the  one  above  remarked  upon.  It  is,  however,  the  deed  of  William 
Baker  and  his  wife,  and  all  the  clauses  of  grant  and  release,  are  the 
language  of  both,  and  bind  the  estate  of  both  ;  and  informal  as  it  is, 
it  is  to  have  its  legal  effect.  The  deed  contains  no  covenants,  of  any 
kind.  The  words,  "  grant,  bargain,  sell  and  convey, "  are  contained, 
but  they  come  after  the  description,  the  words  preceding  it  being  "  re- 
lease and  quitclaim."  But  without  placing  any  reliance  upon  these 
informalities,  we  rest  our  opinion  upon  this ;  that  examining  the  deed 
most  critically,  it  does  not  purport  to  convey  any  land  specifically,  but 
only  4i  all  the  right  and  title  to  the  land  I  have  in  South  Boston,  form- 
erly a  part  of  the  estate  of  James  Blake,  housewright,  deceased  ;  "  and 
then  afterwards  the  wife  adds,  "all  my  right  and  title  to  my  honored 
father  aforesaid  ;  "  probably  the  word  "  estate  "  of  her  father's  was  omit- 
ted b}-  mistake.  Now,  we  think  the  effect  of  conveying  all  the  right  and 
title  I  have,  by  fair  construction,  means  all  that  has  come  to  me  and 
that  I  have  not  legally  parted  with.  But  the  deed  to  Simonds,  whether 
registered  or  not,  gave  a  good  title  as  against  the  grantor  and  his  hears. 
This  therefore  he  had  legally  parted  with,  and  it  did  not  come  within 
the  general  description  of  the  estate  conveyed.  Were  it  construed 
otherwise,  the  grantors  might  in  effect  commit  a  fraud,  without  intend- 
ing or  even  being  conscious  of  it.  Where  a  grantee  takes  by  so  indefi- 
nite a  description  as  the  right  which  the  grantor  has,  he  must  take  the 
risk  of  his  grantor's  right. 

But  upon  the  other  ground,  we  are  strongly  inclined  to  the  opinion, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  the  better  title.  We  do  not  perceive,  that  Wil- 
liam Baker  and  Sarah  Baker  were  not  competent  witnesses.  In  the 
deed  to  his  father,  there  is  no  covenant.  In  that  to  Simonds  there  are 
covenants  of  seisin  and  warranty.  It  is  agreed,  that  William  Baker 
and  his  wife  were  then  seised  and  had  a  good  and  indefeasible  title. 
Should  Simonds  or  his  grantee  lose  their  title  in  consequence  of  not 
'■ring  their  deed,  the  warrantor  would  not  be  liable  on  his  war- 
ranty for  such  defect.  There  seems  to  be  no  case  in  which  Baker  can 
be  liable  on  his  warranty;  and  if  so,  he  is  disinterested  and  a  compe- 
tent witness. 
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The  effect  of  his  testimony  is,  that  when  he  conveyed  to  his  father, 
the  latter  had  notice  of  his  prior  conveyance  to  Simonds.  If  such  was 
the  case,  he  could  never  set  up  his  title,  though  his  deed  was  first  reg- 
istered, against  the  prior  unregistered  deed  to  Simonds.  And  though 
if  Calvin  Baker  and  the  defendant  had  taken  a  deed  from  Allen,  with- 
out notice  of  such  defect  in  his  title,  the  title  might  be  indefeasible  in 
them,  yet  this  principle  would  not  apply  here,  as  they  did  not  take  a 
deed  of  him,  but  of  his  administratrix,  who  could  only  sell  such  estate 
as  he  had.  But  what  is  more  important,  before  the  defendant  took  his 
deed  of  Calvin  Baker  or  the  latter  took  his  of  the  administratrix,  the 
deeds  from  William  Baker  to  Simonds  and  from  the  latter  to  the 
plaintiff,  had  been  recorded;  which  was  constructive  notice  to  them. 
Now  I  take  the  rule  to  be,  that  if  a  grantee  takes  with  notice  of  a 
prior  unregistered  deed,  and  he  conveys  to  a  second  grantee,  with  like 
notice,  the  second,  as  well  as  the  first,  is  precluded  from  setting  up  the 
subsequent  deed,  against  the  prior  unregistered  deed. 

Defendant  defaulted. 


v/  EARLE   y.   FISKE. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1870. 
[Reported  103  Mass.  491.] 

"Writ  OF  entry  against  Elizabeth  L.  Fiske  (wife  of  Benjamin  Fiske), 
and  Mary  E.  Fiske,  to  recover  land  in  Maiden.  Writ  dated  April  14, 
1868.     Plea,  md  dissi  isin. 

At  the  trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  before  Putnam,  J.,  these  facts 
appeared  :  Nancy  A.  Fiske,  being  owner  of  the  demanded  premises, 
conveyed  them  to  Benjamin  and  Elizabeth  for  their  lives,  and,  subject 
to  their  life  estate,  to  Man-  E.  Fiske,  by  deeds  dated  April  22,  IN*'.!, 
but  not  recorded  till  1*»J7,  and  died  in  18G5,  leaving  said  Benjamin, 
her  son,  as  her  sole  heir,  and  he  in  18GG.  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
demandant  a  deed  of  the  premises,  which  was  recorded  in  the  same 
year.  Upon  these  facts,  the  judge  ruled  that  Nancy  A.  Fiske  "had 
-in,  at  her  death,  which  would  descend  to  Benjamin  Fiske,  so  as 
to  enable  him  to  convey  a  good  title"  to  the  demandant.  Upon  this 
ruling,  the  demandant,  who  made  n<>  claim  to  any  estate  less  than  a  fee 
simple,  submitted  to  a  verdict  for  the  tenants,  and  alleged  exceptions. 

./.  '/.  Abbott^  for  the  demandant. 

/.'.  /).  Smith  and  //•  //.  8prague,  for  the  truant-.. 

Ami -..I.  The  formalities  which  shall  be  deemed  indispensable  to 
the  valid  conveyance  of  land  are  prescribed  and  regulated  by  statute. 
A  deed  duly  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  Is  sufficient,  as  between  the 
original  parties  to  it.  to  transfer  the  whole  title  of  the  grantor  to  the 
grantee,  though  the  Instrument  of  conve}*anoe  may  not  have  been  ac- 


■AO^  EARLE    V.   FISKE.  [CHAP.  II. 

knowledged  or  recorded.  The  title  passes  by  the  deed,  and  not  by  the 
registration.  No  seisin  remains  in  the  grantor,  and  he  has  literally 
nothing  in  the  premises  which  lie  can  claim  for  himself,  transmit  to  his 
heir  at  law,  or  convey  to  any  other  person.  But  when  the  effect  of  the 
deed  upon  the  rights  of  third  persons,  such  as  creditors  or  bona  fide 
purchasers,  is  to  he  considered,  the  law  requires  something  more, 
namely,  either  actual  notice,  or  the  further  formality  of  registration, 
which  is  constructive  notice.  It  may  not  he  very  logical  to  say  that, 
after  a  man  has  literally  parted  with  all  his  right  and  estate  in  a  lot  of 
land,  there  still  remains  in  his  hands  an  attachable  and  transferable 
interest  in  it,  of  exactly  the  same  extent  and  value  as  if  be  had  made 
no  conveyance  whatever.  But,  for  the  protection  of  bona  fide  creditors 
and  purchasers,  the  rule  has  been  established  that  although  an  unre- 
corded deed  is  binding  upon  the  grantor,  his  heirs  and  devisees,  and 
also  upon  all  persons  having  actual  notice  of  it,  it  is  not  valid  and 
effectual  as  against  any  other  persons.  As  to  all  such  other  persons, 
the  unrecorded  deed  is  a  mere  nullity.  So  far  as  they  are  concerned,  it 
is  no  conveyance  or  transfer  which  the  Statute  recognizes  as  binding 
on  them,  or  as  having  any  capacity  adversely  to  affect  their  rights,  as 
purchasers  or  attaching  creditors.  As  to  them,  the  person  who  appears 
of  record  to  be  the  owner  is  to  be  taken  as  the  true  and  actual  owner, 
and  his  apparent  seisin  is  not  divested  or  affected  by  any  unknown  and 
unrecorded  deed  that  he  may  have  made.     Gen.  Sts.  c.  89,  §  3. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that,  as  the  unrecorded  deed  from  Nancy  A. 
Fiske  was  valid  and  binding  upon  herself  and  her  heirs  at  law,  nothing 
descended  from  her  to  her  son  Benjamin,  and  he  had  no  seisin  or  title 
which  he  could  convey  to  the  plaintiff.  A  case  is  cited  {Hill  v.  Meeker, 
24  Conn.  211)  in  which  the  Supreme  Court  of  Connecticut  (Ilinman 
and  Storrs,  JJ.)  in  1855  decided  that  a  deed  of  land,  not  recorded 
until  after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  is  valid  against  a  purchaser  from 
his  heir  at  law,  although  such  purchaser  has  no  knowledge  of  the  ex- 
istence of  the  deed.  From  this  decision  the  Chief  Justice  (Waite)  dis- 
sented, saying,  "So  far  as  my  researches  have  extended,  this  is  the 
first  case  in  the  whole  history  of  our  jurisprudence,  in  which  it  has  ever 
been  holden  that  an  unrecorded  deed  shall  defeat  the  title  of  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  or  mortgagee,  having  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  any 
such  deed,  unless  it  were  recorded  within  a  reasonable  time."  The 
cases  cited  from  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kentucky  are 
to  the  effect  also  that  the  protection  afforded  by  their  registration  laws 
against  an  unrecorded  deed  only  extend  to  purchasers  from  the  grantor 
himself,  and  not  to  purchasers  from  his  heirs  or  devisees.  Halls  v. 
Graham,  4  T.  B.  Monr.  120;  Hancock  v.  Beverly,  6  B.  Monr.  531. 
That  court  however  in  a  more  recent  case,  decided  in  1857,  say  that, 
if  it  were  a  new  question,  "and  had  not  been  heretofore  decided," 
they  should  be  strongly  inclined  to  give  to  the  Statute  a  liberal  con- 
struction, and  make  it  operate  as  a  remedy  for  the  whole  evil  which  it 
was  intended  to  guard  against.     They  add,  however,  that  as  the  pre- 
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vious  decision  had  become  a  settled  rule  of  property,  it  is  better  that 
the  law  should  remain  permanent,  "although  settled  originally  upon 
doubtful  principles."     Harlan  v.  Seaton,  18  B.  Monr.  312. 

"We  do  not,  under  the  circumstances,  incline  to  yield  to  the  authority 
of  these  cases  in  the  construction  of  a  local  Statute  of  this  common- 
wealth. It  appears  to  us  that  the  plain  meaning  of  our  system  of  reg- 
istration is,  that  a  purchaser  of  land  has  a  right  to  rely  upon  the 
information  furnished  him  by  the  registry  of  deeds,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  notice  to  the  contrary  he  is  justified  in  taking  that  information 
as  true,  and  acting  upon  it  accordingly.  It  is  impossible  to  see  why 
the  unrecorded  deed  of  Nancy  A.  Fiske  should  have  any  greater  weight 
or  force  after  her  decease  than  it  hod  immediately  after  it  was  first 
delivered.  It  could  not  be  any  more  or  less  binding  on  her  heir  at  law 
than  it  was  upon  herself;  he  was  as  much  the  apparent  owner  of  the 
land  as  she  had  been  during  her  lifetime.  The  manifest  purpose  of  our 
Statute  is,  that  the  apparent  owner  of  record  shall  be  considered  as 
the  true  owner  (so  far  as  subsequent  purchasers  without  notice  to 
the  contrary  are  concerned),  notwithstanding  an}*  unrecorded  and 
unknown  previous  alienation.  As  against  the  claim  of  this  plaintiff, 
the  unrecorded  deed  of  Nancy  A.  Fiske  had  no  binding  force  or  effect, 
and  the  objection  of  the  defendants,  that  in  consequence  of  her  having 
given  that  deed  nothing  descended  to  her  son  Benjamin  from  her,  is 
one  of  which  they  cannot  avail  themselves.  As  a  purchaser  without 
notice,  the  plaintiff  is  in  a  position  to  say  that  the  unrecorded  deed  had 
no  local  force  or  effect ;  that  she  died  seised  ;  that  the  property  de- 
scended to  Benjamin,  her  son  and  sole  heir  at  law.  Upon  that  assump- 
tion, his  deed  would  take  precedence  over  the  unrecorded  deed  of  his 
mother,  in  exactly  the  same  manner  as  a  deed  from  his  mother  in  her 
lifetime  would  have  done  over  an)'  unrecorded  or  unknown  previous 
deed  from  herself.     The  ruling  at  the  trial  was   therefore  erroneous, 


and  the  plaintitfs 


Exceptions  are  sustained. 


MAKMIAI.L   v.   ROBERTS. 

S(   PRKMK    C'nU'T    "1      MlNNKSOTA.       1872. 

[Reported  L8  Minn.  105.] 

Tin:  plaintiff,  claiming  that  the  defendant  whs  the  owner  of  certain 
bate,  and  thai  after  having  s<>M  and  conveyed  the  Bame  t>>  him, 
and  knowing  his  deed  was  unrecorded,  he  sold  r 1 1 1 « I  conveyed  the  same 
premises  t<>  other  parties,  who  were  purchasers  in  good  faith,  and 
deeds  wen  recorded,  brought  this  action  to  recover  damages 
therefor.  At  the  trial,  after  the  plaintiff  bad  Introduced  bla  evidence 
and  rested,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  dismissal  of  the  action.  The 
court  granted  the  motion  and  judgment  of  dismissal  was  entered.     The 
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plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court.  The  Facts  upon  which  the  decision  is 
based,  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

/.  >remo  Allis,  for  appellant. 

£ampreys,  for  respondent. 

Berry,  J.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  only  question  neces- 
sary to  be  considered  in  this  case,  we  may  assume  that  the  following 
propositions,  which  plaintiff  claims  to  have  proved,  or  to  have  offered 
to  prove,  are  true  as  matter  of  fact:  — 

1st  That  on  the  12th  day  of  May,  1860,  Louis  Roberts  was  the 
owner  of  lot  four,  in  block  four,  of  the  town  of  St.  Paul,  according  to 
the  recorded  plat  thereof. 

•_\1.  That  on  said  12th  day  of  May  said  Roberts,  together  with  his 
wife,  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  Joseph  M.  Marshall,  a 
qnitclaim  deed  of  all  their  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  and  demand,  in 
and  to  said  lot,  which  deed  through  inadvertence  on  plaintiff's  part 
has  never  been  recorded. 

3d.  That  on  the  2d  day  of  August,  18G5,  said  Roberts  (well  know- 
ing his  deed  to  Marshall,  and  Marshall's  inadvertent  omission  to  have 
the  same  recorded)  for  a  valuable  consideration,  executed  and  delivered 
(his  wife  joining)  to  Uri  L.  Lamprey  a  quitclaim  deed  of  all  their 
right,  title,  interest,  claim  and  demand  in  and  to  said  lot,  which  deed 
was  duly  recorded  August  3d,  18G5,  the  said  Lamprey  at  the  time  of 
said  conveyance  to  him,  and  at  the  time  of  paying  the  consideration 
therefor,  having  no  notice  of  the  aforesaid  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff. 

4th.  That  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  18G7,  said  Lamprey  and  wife,  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  executed  and  delivered  to  William  J.  Cutler 
a  warranty  deed  of  said  lot,  which  was  duly  recorded  on  the  29th  day 
of  May,  1867,  the  said  Cutler  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance  to  him, 
and  at  the  time  of  paying  the  consideration  therefor,  having  no  notice 
of  said  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  and  having  purchased  in  good 
faith. 

Plaintiffs  claim  is,  that  by  reason  of  defendant's  deed  to  Lamprey, 
and  the  recording  thereof,  he  (plaintiff)  has  lost  his  title  to  the  lot  in 
question,  and  has  therefore  suffered  damage  to  the  value  of  said  lot, 
which  damage  he  seeks  to  recover  of  defendant  in  this  action. 

If  the  deed  from  Roberts  to  plaintiff  conveyed  nothing  to  plaintiff, 
the  subsequent  deed  to  Lamprey  can  have  taken  nothing  away  from 
him,  or,  in  other  words,  it  cannot  have  damaged  the  plaintiff. 

If  on  the  other  hand,  as  would  appear  from  the  facts  before  assumed, 
the  deed  from  Roberts  to  plaintiff'  conveyed  a  good  title  to  the  lot  in 
question,  or  any  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  or  demand  in  or  to  it, 
then,  neither  such  good  title,  nor  any  such  right,  title,  interest,  claim 
or  demand,  could  be  taken  away  or  impaired  by  the  subsequent  con- 
veyance to  Lamprey.  For  the  deed  to  Lamprey  is  a  quitclaim  deed  in 
common  form,  the  effect  of  which,  under  our  Statute,  is  to  pass  such 
estate  as  the  grantor  could  lawfully  convey  by  the  ordinary  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale.     In  Martin  v.  Brown,  4  Minn.  291,  it  is  held  that 
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the  Legislature  by  the  words  "  lawfully  convey,"  intend  to  limit  the 
estate  conveyed  by  a  quitclaim  deed,  to  such  as  the  grantor  has  a 
legal  right  to  convey,  and  that  as  he  may  not  lawfully  convey  land 
which  he  has  already  conveyed  to  another,  nothing  passes  by  such 
deed  beyond  the  grantor's  actual  interest  at  the  time  of  the  conve}*- 
ance.  And  in  Hope  v.  >Stone,  10  Minn.  152,  where  there  was  a  con- 
veyance (by  warranty  deed)  of  all  the  right,  title,  interest,  &c,  &c, 
of  the  grantor  in  and  to  certain  land,  it  was  held  that  nothing  passed 
to  the  grantees  by  the  conveyance  which  the  grantor  had  previously 
conveyed  to  the  other  parties.  (See  also  cases  there  cited.)  In  Ever, 
est  v.  Ferris,  16  Minn.  26,  the  rule  thus  laid  down  in  Martin  v. 
Brown,  is  reiterated  ;  and  independently  (so  far  as  appears)  of  any 
Statute,  it  is  held  in  May  v.  Le  Claire,  11  "Wallace,  232,  that  a  party 
who  has  acquired  his  title  by  a  quitclaim  deed  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice,  and  that  such  conve}-ance  passes 
the  title  as  the  grantor  held  it,  and  the  grantee  takes  only  what  the 
grantor  could  lawfully  convey.  The  provisions  of  our  Statute  in 
regard  to  the  effect  of  recording  and  failing  to  record  deeds,  are  also 
in  entire  harmony  with  the  views  expressed  in  the  case  cited.  Sec.  54, 
ch.  35,  rub.  Stat.,  which  seems  to  have  been  in  force  at  the  time  when 
Roberts  made  the  deed  to  Lamprey,  enacts  that  every  conveyance  by 
deed,  &c  shall  be  recorded,  &c,  and  that  every  such  conveyance  not 
so  recorded  shall  be  void,  as  against  any  subsequent  purchaser  in  good 
faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  of  the  same  real  estate  or  any 
portion  thereof,  whose  conveyance  shall  be  first  duly  recorded.  Sub- 
stantially the  same  provisions  as  those  above  mentioned,  are  also 
found  in  sec.  24,  chap.  46,  Rev.  Stat.,  and  sec.  21,  chap.  40,  Gen. 
Stat.,  so  that  our  Statute  in  this  particular  seems  to  have  remained 
unchanged.  These  provisions,  as  will  appear  upon  a  moment's  reflec- 
tion, so  far  from  militating  against  the  views  expressed  in  the  cases 
cited,  come  t<>  their  aid,  since  it  is  only  the  purchaser  of  the  same  real 
estate,  or  any  portion  thereof,  who  by  his  priority  of  record  cuts  out 
the  title  of  a  prior  purchaser.  For  when  the  second  purchaser  obtains 
by  his  quitclaim  deed  only  what  his  grantor  had  (his  grantor's  right, 
title  and  interest)  at  the  time  when  Buch  <\n'<\  was  made,  he  is  not  a  pur- 
chaser of  the  eann  real  estate  (or  any  part  thereof)  which  his  grantor 
bad  previously  conveyed  away  and  therefore  no  longer  has.  Rut  be- 
sides this,  the  grantee  in  a  quitclaim  deed  like  that  from  Roberts  to 
Lamprey,  though  he  may  not  in  fact  have  known  thai  his  grantor  had 
previously  conveyed  the  described  premises  to  another,  and  though  ho 
may  not  in  fact  have  intended  to  defraud  such  prior  grantee,  is  not  a 
purchaser  in  good  faith  as  against  such  prior  grantee,  for  nothing  is 
attempted  to  be  transferred  to  him,  except  whatever  right,  title,  &c, 
the  grantor  has  .-it  the  time  when  the  quitclaim  deed  is  executed,  bo 
that  as  in  the  case  of  //->/>•  v.  Storu  the  very  terms  of  the  deed  are 
notice  of  the  existence  of  the  rights  which  have  been  conferred  upon 
such  prior  grantee,  or  any  Other  person. 
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These  considerations,  as  it  seems  to  us,  dispose  of  Ibis  ease  and  pre- 
vent us  from  reaching  the  questions  mainly  discussed  by  plaintiff's 
counsel. 

The  judgment  entered  below  dismissing  the  action  is  affirmed.1 


FITZGERALD   v.   LIBBY. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1886. 

[Reported  142  Mass.  235.] 

Contract  to  recover  $100,  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  a 
sale  by  auction  of  certain  land,  under  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  a 
mortgage  held  by  the  defendant.  Trial  in  the  Superior  Court,  before 
Knoiriton,  J.,  who  allowed  a  bill  of  exceptions,  in  substance  as 
follows :  — 

The  land  sold  to  the  plaintiff  is  composed  of  lots  288  and  289  on  a 
plan  of  a  large  tract  of  land  formerly  belonging  to  Daniel  Ayer,  and 
known  as  "Ayer's  new  city,"  said  city  being  situate  in  Lowell,  westerly 
of  the  Boston  and  Lowell  Railroad,  and  southerly  of  the  Chelmsford 
Road,  so  called. 

The  two  lots  were  struck  off  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  highest  bidder  at 
said  auction,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  sale, 
paid  the  defendant  §100  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  The  plaintiff  after- 
wards refused  to  accept  a  deed,  on  the  ground  that  the  two  lots  in 
question  were  not  included  in  the  mortgage  under  which  the  defendant 
assumed  to  sell  them. 

The  mortgage  in  question  was  executed  by  Daniel  Ayer,  on  October 
20,  1854,  and  was  recorded  on  October  24,  1854.  The  lots  conveyed 
were  described  as  follows  :  — 

"All  my  Silver  Lake  land,  so  called,  situate  in  Wilmington  in  said 
county,  being  all  the  land  in  said  town  bought  by  me  of  Charles  F, 
Abbott  by  deed  duly  recorded  in  Middlesex  registry,  and  also  of  one 
Jacob  Manning,  and  also  of  one  Jones  and  one  Durgin,  all  adjoining 
and  on  a  plan  made  by  one  Butterfield,  and  for  further  description  ref- 
erence is  made  to  deeds  of  said  several  pieces  duly  recorded  in  said 
registry,  saving  and  excepting  a  few  lots  thereof  which  I  have  already 
conveyed.  Also  all  the  land  in  said  Wilmington  by  me  purchased  of 
one  Jaques  of  Worcester,  to  which  deed,  duly  recorded  in  said  regis- 
try, reference  is  made  for  further  description,  except  a  few  lots  by  me 
conveyed.  For  Manning  deed,  see  Book  691,  page  81.  For  Jaques, 
Book  688,  page  96.  See  also  other  deeds  in  said  registry.  Also  all 
those  parcels  of  land  situated  in  Wilmington,  in  said  county  of  Middle- 

»  See  Johnson  v.  Williams,  37  Kan.  179  (1887) ;  Beakley  v.  Roberts,  120  Mich.  209 
(1809) ;  Schott  v.  Dosh,  49  Neb.  187  (1896). 
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sex,  which  were  conveyer!  to  me  by  James  Hoi  ton  b}*  his  deed  dated 
June  7th,  a.  d.  1854,  and  recorded  in  the  Middlesex  county  registry  of 
deeds,  Book  688,  page  123  and  124,  excepting  certain  parts  thereof 
which  I  have  heretofore  sold  and  conveyed  by  my  deeds.  Reference 
may  be  had  to  said  Holton's  deed  to  me,  and  the  record  thereof,  and 
of  the  deed  of  parts  thereof  given  by  me  heretofore,  for  a  full  and  per- 
fect description  of  the  premises.  Also  all  the  land  by  me  owned  and 
situate  in  my  new  city,  so  called,  in  said  Lowell,  being  land  situate  in 
said  Lowell  westerly  of  Boston  and  Lowell  Railroad,  and  southerly  of 
the  Chelmsford  Road,  so  called ;  for  boundaries  and  description 
reference   is  made  to  deeds  to  me,   recorded   in  said  registry." 

On  January  6,  1852,  Daniel  Ayer  conveyed  lot  288,  by  a  warranty 
deed,  to  David  Corner.  This  deed  was  recorded  on  May  16,  1855. 
On  January  6,  1852,  Ayer  also  conveyed  lot  289  to  Lyman  J.  Sanborn. 
This  deed  was  recorded  on  January  12,  1856. 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  description  in  the  mortgage  in- 
cluded, in  legal  effect,  said  two  lots  288  and  289,  and  passed  the  same 
as  against  said  prior  deeds,  and  asked  the  judge  so  to  rule.  The  judge 
ruled  in  accordance  with  this  request,  and  ordered  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant.     The  plaintiff  alleged  exceptions. 

A.  G.  Lamson  (J.  J.  Ilogan  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff. 

G.  F.  Richardson  and  F.   W.  Qua,  for  the  defendant. 

C.  Allen,  J.  The  only  question  is  whether,  by  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  mortgage,  lots  288  and  289  are  to  be  deemed  to  have  been 
included  in  the  description  of  the  land  conveyed  thereby.  If  they  are, 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  If  they  are  not,  his  exceptions  must  be 
sustained.  In  determining  this  question,  we  must  look  at  the  whole 
of  the  mortgage,  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
given. 

It  embraces  four  different  pan/els,  or  clusters  of  parcels,  of  land.  In 
respect  to  the  first  three  of  these,  there  is  in  each  case  a  description  of 
land,  or  a  reference  to  deeds  which  are  designated,  sufficient  to  enable 
one  to  ascertain  the  boundaries  of  a  larger  quantity  of  land  originally 
owned  !>v  the  grantor,  from  which  he  had  conveyed  certain  portions  or 
Lots  to  former  purchasers.  That  is  to  say,  the  grantor,  having  bought 
in  each  case  a  large  lot  of  land,  and  having  sold  portions  thereof,  then 
granted  the  residue  by  a  mortgage  In  effect  describing  the  whole  of  the 
large  lot,  and  excepting  therefrom  such  portions  as  he  had  already  con- 
veyed. By  a  somewhat  cumbersome  process,  any  one  familiar  with  the 
premises  could  ascertain  precisely  what  was  Intended  to  be  included  in 
the  mortgage.  In  reaped  to  the  fourth  parcel,  however,  the  phrase- 
ology was  changed,  and  the  language  of  the  conveyance  is  as  follows: 

"Also  all  the  land  by  me  owned  and  situate  in   my  new  city,  so  called, 

in  said  Lowell,  being  land  situate  in  Bald  Lowell  westerly  of  Boston 
and  Lowell  Railroad,  and  southerly  of  the  Chelmsford  Road,  so  called; 
for  boundaries  and  description  reference  is  made  to  deeds  to  me 
recorded  in  said  registry*"     No  >\<>'\*  are  specifically  designated,  and 
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there  is  li.i  exception  of  lots  already  conveyed  by  him.  In  point  of 
Cart,  it  appears  that  there  was  a  large  tract  of  land  in  Lowell,  formerly 
belonging  to  Ayer,  the  grantor,  and  known  as  "Aj'er's  new  city," 

which  was  the  same  "  new  city"  mentioned  in  the  mortgage,  and  the 
lots  288  and  289  were  a  part  of  said  new  city,  and  wore  shown  on  a 
plan  of  the  whole  tract,  and  had  been  sold  by  the  grantor  prior  to  the 
giving  o\'  the  mortgage,  by  warranty  deeds  not  recorded  until  after  the 
mortgage  was  recorded.  Whether  or  not  other  lots  had  also  been  sold 
by  him  does  not  appear  in  distinct  terms.  But  it  may  be  inferred  that 
the  large  tract  was  either  actually  improved,  or  was  designed  to  be 
improved,  by  laving  it  out  into  streets,  and  lots  for  sale. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  is  rather  meagre  in  its  facts.  But,  taking 
such  facts  and  circumstances  as  we  have,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  change 
in  the  phraseology,  when  the  fourth  parcel  was  to  be  described,  shows 
that  the  intention  was  to  include  only  such  land  as  the  grantor  then 
owned.  There  is  no  specific  description  of  land,  and  no  specific  desig- 
nation of  deeds  where  a  description  can  be  found.  The  conveyance  is 
a  mortgage,  and  not  an  absolute  deed.  The  reference  to  the  source  of 
the  grantor's  title  is  of  the  most  general  description:  "  for  boundaries 
and  descriptions  reference  is  made  to  deeds  to  me  recorded  in  said 
registry."  This  reference,  while  certainly  entitled  to  some  weight,  is 
entitled  to  less  than  if  it  were  more  specific;  and,  in  view  of  the  whole 
instrument,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  grantor 
intended  to  convey  all  that  was  conveyed  to  him  by  those  deeds.  In 
all  the  earlier  instances,  where  there  was  a  definite  exception  of  lots 
already  conveyed  away  by  the  grantor  which  otherwise  would  form  a 
part  of  the  premises  described,  the  description  of  the  whole  original 
tract  was  also  more  definite. 

In  this  last  instance,  where,  for  some  reason,  the  original  tract  is  not 
described,  the  change  of  phraseology  and  the  omission  of  such  an  ex- 
ception support  the  inference  that  a  similar  result  was  intended  to  be 
reached,  and  that  the  grant  was  understood  to  be  limited  to  such  por- 
tion of  the  large  tract  as  was  then  owned  by  the  grantor.  It  can 
hardly  be  supposed  that  he  would  intend  to  include  in  the  mortgage 
land  which  he  had  already  granted  away  to  others.  The  grantee  in  the 
mortgage  was  fairly  put  upon  inquiry.  If  he  was  content  to  accept  a 
grant  with  so  indefinite  a  description,  he  must  take  the  risk.  Other- 
wise, if  the  grantor  had  sold  all  of  the  large  tract  but  two  or  three 
scattered  lots,  and  then  made  a  deed  like  the  present  for  the  purpose 
of  conveying  what  was  left,  it  would  take  effect  in  priority  to  any  for- 
mer deeds  which  might  chance  to  remain  unrecorded,  thus  working  a 
practical  fraud  on  the  earlier  grantees,  and  entirely  subverting  the 
grantor's  intention.  Where  a  conveyance  is  made  with  no  particular 
description  of  the  land,  the  words  "all  the  land  by  me  owned" 
are  more  naturally  understood  to  mean  "  all  the  land  now  owned  h}r 
me;"  which  is  equivalent  to  "  all  the  land  which  I  have  not  hereto- 
fore conveyed  ; "  and  such,  we  think,  is  the  true  construction  of  the 
present  mortgage. 
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We  do  not  find  that  the  case  of  Woodicard  v.  Sarticell,  129  Mass. 
210,  which  is  principally  relied  on  by  the  defendant,  decides  anything 
to  the  contrary  of  this-,  while  the  construction  above  given  to  the 
mortgage  derives  more  or  less  support  from  numerous  other  decisions 
in  this  State  and  elsewhere.  Worthington  v.  Ilylyer,  4  Mass.  196; 
Adam*  v.  Cuddy,  13  Pick.  4G0 ;  Sweet  v.  Broicn,  12  Met.  175; 
Chaffin  v.  Chaffin,  4  Gray,  280;  Iloxie  v.  Finney,  1G  Gray,  332; 
Jamaica  Pond  Aqueduct  v.  Chandler,  9  Allen,  159  ;  Mills  v.  Shep- 
ard,  30  Conn.  98 ;  Brown  v.  Jackson,  3  Wheat.  449  ;  Hamilton  v. 
Doolittle,  37  III.  473;  McConnel  v.  Reed,  \  Scam.  117;  Starling  x, 
Blair,  4  Bibb,  288  ;  Morrell  v.  Fisher,  4  Exch.  591. 

For  these  reasons,  in  the  opinion  of  a  majority  of  the  court,  the 

entry  must  be 

Exceptions  sustained.1 


DOW  v.   WHITNEY. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1888. 

[Imported  147  Jfass.  1.] 

Bill  in  equity,  filed  August  7,  1887,  for  the  specific  performance 
by  the  defendant  of  an  agreement  to  purchase  land.  The  facts  of  the 
case  are  as  follows. 

On  November  2,  1857,  Stephen  Dow  became  the  owner  of  a  tract 
of  land  in  Brookline,  including  the  premises  in  question,'  by  deeds, 
which  were  duly  recorded,  from  Samuel  A.  Robinson  and  others,  and 
from  Otifl  Withington,  and  subsequently  conveyed  portions  of  it,  other 
than  such  premises,  to  different  persona  by  deeds  also  recorded. 

On  November  1,  1878,  Stephen  Dow,  by  a  deed,  which  contained  the 
usual  covenants  of  warranty,  conveyed  to  k>  Alfred  A.  Dow,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  all  my  interest  in  all  that  lot  of  land,  with  the  buildings 
thereon,  situated  on  Corey  Hill,  in  Brookline,  in  the  county  of  Norfolk 
and  Commonwealth  aforesaid,  bounded  on  the  north  by  Summit  Ave- 
nue; east  by  hind  now  or  late  of   William  Woods;   north  again  by  said 

Woods;  easl  again  by  land  now  or  late  of  Thomas  Griggs;  south  by 
land  of  Henry  M.  Whitney,  land  of  Mrs.  John  M.  Clark,  and  Beacon 
Streel  \  and  west  by  land  now  or  late  of  E.  D.  Jordan  et  <rf.,  formerly 
of  James  Bartletl  ;  being  the  same  premises  conveyed  to  me  by  S.  A. 
Robinson  et  a/.,  also  by  Otis  Withington,  by  deed  dated  November  2, 
and  recorded  with  Norfolk  Deeds,  book  261,  page  279,  .  .  . 
hereby  conveying  to  said  grantee  all  the  land  conveyed  to  me  by  the 
deeds  aforesaid,  except   Bach  portions  thereof  as  I   have  heretofore 

sold." 

On  October  1,  1879,  Alfred  A.  Dow.  by  a  deed  of  like  tenor  as  the 

i  Sco  alto  Cm  v.  Penoni  Unknown,  18  tile  189  (1M">7);  Walker  v.  Lincoln,  45 
M,..  87  (1868) ;  E<it:n  v.  Trowbridge,  88  Mich    164  1 1878). 
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above,  conveyed  "all  my  interest"  in  the  same  land  to  the  plaintiff, 
who,  on  February  28,  1887,  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with 
the  defendant  for  its  Bale  and  purchase,  she  to  give  a  "good  and  clear 
title  to  the  same  free  from  all  incumbrances." 

The  defendant  contended  that  the  deeds  from  Stephen  Dowto  Alfred 
A.  Dow,  and  from  the  latter  to  the  plaintiff,  conveyed  only  such  interest 
as  each  grantor  actually  had  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  thereof,  and 
was  subject  to  possible  unrecorded  deeds  theretofore  made  by  each, 
but  of  which  there  was  no  evidence,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
make  title  in  accordance  with  the  agreement. 

Hearing  before  C.  Allen,  J.,  who  ordered  a  decree  for  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  full  court. 

JI.  W.  Chaplin  and  J.  R.  ('arret,  for  the  defendant. 

A.  IL  inenicaij  and  M.   T.  Allen,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Morton,  C.  J.  It  is  clear  that  the  clause  following  the  specific 
description  in  Stephen  Dow's  deed,  beginning,  "  being  the  same 
premises,"  etc.,  was  not  intended  to  limit  the  prior  granting  clause 
of  the  deed,  or  to  alter  the  description,  but  was  inserted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  the  grantor's  chain  of  title.  Z,ovejoy  v.  Lovett, 
124  Mass.  270. 

The  principal  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  deed  of  Stephen 
Dow  conveyed  to  the  grantee  a  title  which  is  superior  to  that  of  any 
grantee  by  a  prior  unrecorded  deed  of  the  grantor.  This  question  was 
fully  considered  and  discussed  in  Woodward  v.  Sartwell,  129  Mass. 
210.  In  that  case,  it  was  held  that  a  deed  by  an  officer,  upon  a  sale  on 
execution  of  "  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest"  of  the  judgment  debtor 
in  land  specifically  described  in  the  deed,  took  precedence  of  a  prior 
unrecorded  deed  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and  conve}-ed  to  the  pur- 
chaser a  good  title.  The  court  put  the  decision  upon  the  ground,  that 
an  attaching  creditor  has  the  same  standing  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
and  that  the  deed  of  the  officer  "  is  equivalent  to  a  conveyance  made 
by  the  debtor  at  the  time  the  attachment  was  made ;  and  in  the  case  at 
bar,  as  the  record  title  then  stood  in  the  name  of  the  debtor,  as  to  bona 
fide  purchasers,  he  was  the  owner  of  the  land." 

We  are  satisfied  that  these  views  are  correct.  We  can  see  no  sound 
distinction  between  a  deed  made  by  an  officer  upon  a  sale  on  execu- 
tion, and  a  deed  made  by  the  debtor  himself.  In  either  case,  the  deed 
conveys  all  the  title  which  the  debtor  had,  and  no  more ;  but  a  prior 
unrecorded  deed  has  no  effect  except  as  between  the  parties  to  it,  and 
others  having  notice  of  it,  and  as  to  creditors  and  purchasers  leaves 
the  title  in  the  grantor.     Earle  v.  Fiske,  103  Mass.  491. 

A  deed  of  "  all  the  right,  title,  and  Interest,"  or  of  "all  the  interest," 
of  the  grantor  in  a  lot  of  land,  conveys  the  same  title  as  a  deed  of  the 
land.  It  is  the  policy  of  our  laws  that  a  purchaser  of  land,  by  exam- 
ining the  registry  of  deeds,  may  ascertain  the  title  of  his  grantor.  If 
th<re  is  no  recorded  deed,  he  has  the  right  to  assume  that  the  record 
title  is  the  true  title.  The  law  has  established  the  rule,  for  the  protec- 
tion of  creditors  and  purchasers,  that  an  unrecorded  deed,  if  unknown 
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to  them,  is  as  to  them  a  mere  nullity.  The  reasons  for  the  rule  apply 
with  equal  force  in  the  case  of  a  deed  of  the  grantee's  right,  title,  and 
interest,  as  in  that  of  a  deed  of  the  land.  We  are  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  the  deed  of  Stephen  Dow  conveyed  to  his  grantee  a  title 
which  is  good  against  any  prior  deed,  if  unrecorded.  To  hold  other- 
wise would  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  registration  laws,  and  create  con- 
fusion in  the  titles  to  land. 

It  is  to  be  noticed  that  the  deed  in  this  case  contains  a  specific  de- 
scription of  the  land  intended  to  be  conveyed,  and  contains  the  usual 
covenants  of  warranty.  The  case  is  thus  distinguished  from  a  class  of 
cases  relied  upon  by  the  defendant,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that, 
where  a  deed  contains  no  particular  description,  but  only  a  general 
description,  like  "  all  my  land,"  or  '"  all  the  land  I  have  in  Boston,"  or 
other  similar  general  description,  it  does  not  take  precedence  of  prior 
unrecorded  deeds  of  the  grantor.  See  Adams  v.  Cuddy,  13  Pick.  4G0  ; 
Jamaica  JPond  Aqueduct  v.  Chandler,  9  Allen,  159  ;  Fitzgerald  v- 
Libl'ij.  142  Mass.  235.  In  each  of  these  cases  the  question  was  not 
as  to  the  effect  of  a  prior  unrecorded  deed  of  the  same  land,  but  it  was 
whether  the  land  previously  sold  was  included  within  the  description  of 
the  later  deed.  In  other  words  it  was  a  question  of  the  construction 
of  the  deed  relied  upon.  No  such  question  can  arise  in  the  case  at 
bar,  as  the  description  of  the  land  intended  to  be  conveyed  is  specific 
and  exact.  The  same  considerations  apply  to  the  deed  from  Alfred  A. 
Dow  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  contends  that  specific  performance  of  his  contract 
ought  not  to  be  decreed,  because,  if  compelled  to  take  a  conveyance, 
he  may  afterwards  be  exposed  to  litigation  to  defend  his  title.  It  is 
not  known  that  there  is  any  unrecorded  deed  made  by  Stephen  Dow  or 
Alfred  A.  Dow.  The  only  alleged  defect  is,  that  there  is  a  possibility 
that  there  is  such  a  deed,  and  that  the  grantee  in  it  may  hereafter 
appear  and  contest  the  defendant's  title. 

The  defendant  ought  not  to  be  required  to  accept  a  title  that  is 
doubtful.  But  in  this  case  there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
plaintiffs  deed  conveys  a  good  title.  Its  validity  depends  upon  a  pure 
question  of  law,  and  no  question  of  fact  is  involved.  The  mere  possi- 
bility that  a  claimant  may  hereafter  appear  ami  ask  the  court  to  over- 
turn a  well  -ettled  rule  of  law  is  not  such  a  defect  or  doubt  in  the  title 
a-  ought  to  lead  tin-  COUrt  in  its  discretion  to  deny  to  the  plaintiff 
the  right  in  equity  to  a  Bpecific  performance  of  the  contract.      Hayes  v. 

Harmony  Oram  Cemetery,  108  Mass.  400;  Cheeman  v.  Oumminff8t 
1 12  Mass.  <;.">. 

Afl  the  parties  agree  to  the  form  of  the  decree  entered  by  the  justice 
who  heard  the  case,  it  should  therefore  be  affirmed.  j 

Decree  affirmed. 

1  "  The  doctrine  expressed  in  many  cases  that  the  grantee  in  a  quitclaim  deed 
cannot  be  treated  as  a  bona  ji'ir  purchaeer  doei  not  teem  to  reel  upon  any  sound 
principle.     It  is  asserted  opOO  the  IMUmptioa  that  the  form  of  the  instrument,  that 
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B.'  Effect  of  Notice. 

BLADES   v.   BLADES. 
Chancery.     1727. 

[Reported  1  Eq.  Cas.  Ab.  358,  />/.  12.] 

Is  a  case  between  two  purchasers  of  lands  in  Yorkshire,  where  the 
Becond  purchaser  having  notice  of  the  first  purchase,  but  that  it  was 

the  grantor  merely  releases  to  the  grantee  his  claim,  whatever  it  may  he,  without 
any  warranty  of  its  value,  or  only  passes  whatever  interest  he  may  have  at  the 
time,  indicates  that  there  may  be  other  and  outstanding  claims  or  interests  which 
may  possibly  affect  the  title  of  the  property,  and,  therefore,  it  is  said  that  the 
grantee,  in  accepting  a  conveyance  of  that  kind,  cannot  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  and 
entitled  to  protection  as  such ;  and  that  he  is  in  fact  thus  notified  by  his  grantor  that 
there  may  be  some  defect  in  his  title  and  he  must  take  it  at  his  risk.  This  assump- 
tion we  do  not  think  justified  by  the  language  of  such  deeds  or  the  general  opinion 
of  conveyancers.  There  may  be  many  reasons  why  the  holder  of  property  may  re- 
fuse to  accompany  his  conveyance  of  it  with  an  express  warranty  of  the  soundness 
of  its  title  or  its  freedom  from  the  claims  of  others,  or  to  execute  a  conveyance  in 
such  form  as  to  imply  a  warranty  of  any  kind  even  when  the  title  is  known  to  be 
perfect.  He  may  hold  the  property  only  as  a  trustee  or  in  a  corporate  or  official 
character,  and  be  unwilling  for  that  reason  to  assume  any  personal  responsibility  as 
to  its  title  or  freedom  from  liens,  or  he  may  be  unwilling  to  do  so  from  notions  pecu- 
liar to  himself;  and  the  purchaser  may  be  unable  to  secure  a  conveyance  of  the 
property  desired  in  any  other  form  than  one  of  quitclaim  or  of  a  simple  transfer  of 
the  grantor's  interest.  It  would  be  unreasonable  to  hold  that,  for  his  inability  to 
secure  any  other  form  of  conveyance,  he  should  be  denied  the  position  and  character 
of  a  bonajide  purchaser,  however  free,  in  fact,  his  conduct  in  the  purchase  may  have 
been  from  any  imputation  of  the  want  of  good  faith.  In  many  parts  of  the  country 
a  quitclaim  or  a  simple  conveyance  of  the  grantor's  interest  is  the  common  form  in 
which  the  transfer  of  real  estate  is  made.  A  deed  in  that  form  is,  in  such  cases,  as 
effectual  to  divest  and  transfer  a  complete  title  as  any  other  form  of  conveyance. 
There  is  in  this  country  no  difference  in  their  efficacy  and  operative  force  between 
conveyances  in  the  form  of  release  and  quitclaim  and  those  in  the  form  of  grant, 
bargain  and  sale.  If  the  grantor  in  either  case  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  his 
deed  possesses  any  claim  to  or  interest  in  the  property,  it  passes  to  the  grantee.  In 
the  one  case,  that  of  bargain  and  sale,  he  impliedly  asserts  the  possession  of  a  claim 
to  or  interest  in  the  property,  for  it  is  the  property  itself  which  he  sells  and  under- 
takes to  convey.  In  the  other  case,  that  of  quitclaim,  the  grantor  affirms  nothing 
as  to  the  ownership,  and  undertakes  only  a  release  of  any  claim  to  or  interest  in  the 
premises  which  he  may  possess  without  asserting  the  ownership  of  either.  If  in 
either  case  the  grantee  takes  the  deed  with  notice  of  an  outstanding  conveyance  of 
the  premises  from  the  grantor,  or  of  the  execution  by  him  of  obligations  to  make 
such  conveyance  of  the  premises,  or  to  create  a  lien  thereon,  he  takes  the  property 
subject  to  the  operation  of  such  outstanding  conveyance  and  obligation,  and  cannot 
claim  protection  against  them  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  But  in  either  case  if  the 
grantee  takes  the  deed  without  notice  of  such  outstanding  conveyance  or  obligation 
respecting  the  property,  or  notice  of  facts  which,  if  followed  up,  would  lead  to  a 
knowledge  of  such  outstanding  conveyance  or  equity,  he  is  entitled  to  protection  as 
a  bona  fide  purchaser,  upon  showing  that  the  consideration  stipulated  has  been  paid 
and  that  such  consideration  was  a  fair  price  for  the  claim  or  interest  designated. 
The  mere  fact  that  in  either  case  the  conveyance  is  unaccompanied  by  any  warranty 
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not  registered,  went  on  and  purchased  the  same  estate,  and  got  his 
purchase  registered ;  yet  it  was  decreed,  that  having  notice  of  the  first 
purchase,  though  it  was  not  registered,  bound  him,  and  that  his  getting 
his  own  purchase  first  registered  was  a  fraud,  the  design  of  those  Acts 
being  only  to  give  parties  notice,  who  might  otherwise,  without  such 
registry,  be  in  danger  of  being  imposed  on  by  a  prior  purchase  or  mort- 
gage, which  they  are  in  no  danger  of  when  they  have  notice  thereof  in 
any  manner,  though  not  by  the  registry.  By  Lord  Chancellor  King 
decreed.1 

of  title,  and  against  incumbrances  or  liens,  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  the  want 
of  bona  fides  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser  in  the  transaction.  Covenants  of  warranty 
do  not  constitute  any  operative  part  of  the  instrument  in  transferring  the  title.  That 
passes  independently  of  them.  They  are  separate  contracts,  intended  only  as  guar- 
anties against  future  contingencies.  The  character  of  bona  fide  purchaser  must  de- 
pend upon  attending  circumstances  or  proof  as  to  the  transaction,  and  does  not 
arise,  as  often,  though,  we  think,  inadvertently,  said,  either  from  the  form  of  the 
conveyance  or  the  presence  or  the  absence  of  any  accompanying  warranty.  Whether 
the  grantee  is  to  be  treated  as  taking  a  mere  speculative  chance  in  the  property,  or 
a  clear  title,  must  depend  upon  the  character  of  the  title  of  the  grantor  when  he 
made  the  conveyance  :  and  the  opportunities  afforded  the  grantee  of  ascertaining 
this  fact  and  the  diligence  with  which  he  has  prosecuted  them,  will,  besides  the  pay- 
ment of  a  reasonable  consideration,  determine  the  bona  fide  nature  of  the  transaction 
on  his  part."     Per  Field,  J.,  in  Moetle  v.  Sherwood,  148  U.  S.  21,  28  (1893). 

"  As  against  these  evidences  and  conclusions  of  good  faith  but  a  single  proposition 
is  raised,  one  upon  which  the  dissenting  judge  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  rested 
his  opinion,  and  that  is  the  proposition  that  the  conveyances  from  the  Road  Com- 
pany were  only  quitclaim  deeds,  and  that  a  purchaser  holding  under  such  a  deed 
cannot  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  in  support  of  this  proposition  reference  is  made 
to  the  following  cases  in  this  court:  Oliver  v.  Piatt,  3  How.  333,  410;  Van  Rensselaer 
v.  Kearney,  11  How.  297;  May  v.  Le  Claire,  11  Wall.  217,  232;  Villa  v.  Rodriguez, 
12  Wall.  323,  339;  Dickerson  v.  Colgrove,  100  U.  S.  578;  Baker  v.  Humphrey,  101 
V.  S.  494  ;  Banrick  v.  Patrick;  119  U.  S.  156.  The  argument,  briefly  stated,  is  that 
he  who  will  give  only  a  quitclaim  deed  in  effect  notifies  his  vendee  that  there  is  some 
defect  in  his  title,  and  the  latter,  taking  with  such  notice,  takes  at  his  peril.  It 
must  be  confessed  that  there  are  expressions  in  the  opinions  in  the  cases  referred  to 
which  go  to  the  full  length  of  this  proposition.  Thus,  in  Baker  v.  Humphrey,  101 
U.  S.  494,  499,  Mr.  Justice  Swayne,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  uses  this 
language  :  '  Neither  of  them  was  in  any  sense  a  bonajidr  purchaser.  No  one  taking 
a  quitclaim  deed  can  stand  in  that  relation.'  Yet  it  may  be  remarked  that  in  none 
of  these  cases  was  it  necessary  to  go  to  the  full  extent  of  denying  absolutely  that  a 
party  taking  a  quitclaim  deed  could  he  a  bonafidi  purchaser;  and  in  the  later  cast 
of  McDonald  v.  I  i"»  Q.  B.  192,  it  was  held,  in  a  case  coming  from  Arkansas, 

and   in  harmony  with  the  rulings  of  the   Supreme  Court  <>f  that  State,  that  while 

ordinarily  a  person  holding  under  i  quitclaim  deed  may  he  presumed  to  have  bad 

knowledge  Of  imperfections  in  his  vendor's  title,  yet  that  the  rule  was  not   universal, 

and  that  one  might  i  onajidi  purchaser  for  value  although  holding  under  a 

!  of  that  kind,  and  in  that  case  the  grantee  so  holding  was  protected  a-  a  bona 

purchaser    while  in  the  case  of  MoeUt  v.  Sherwood,  just  decided,  the  gen- 

■mn  was  examined,  and  it  was  held  that  the  receipt  of  a  quitclaim  deed 

.  |f  prevent  a  party  from  becoming  a  bona  /><!<  holder,  and  the  expw  I 

sions  to  the  contrary,  in  previous  opinions,   were  distinctly  disaffirmed."     Psr 

Burwn,  J.,  m  V   8.  r.  <  etc.,  Co.,  Id.  81  holt  v.  bosh,  49 

Neb.  187(1896),  accord. 

i  See  /.<  Nevt  v.  /'  Were,  Amh   186  (1747). 
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DOE  d.   ROBINSON   u.   ALLSOP. 

King's  Bench.     1821. 

[Reported  5  B.  «£■  Aid.  U2.] 

Ejectment  to  recover  certain  premises  in  the  parish  of  Saint  Mary-le- 
bone,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex.  Plea  general  issue.  The  cause  was 
tried  before  Abbott,  C.  J.,  at  the  Westminster  sittings  after  Michaelmas 
Term,  1  820,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  special 
case  upon  the  following  facts.  The  demise  was  laid  on  the  2d  day  of 
March,  1818.  By  lease  dated  the  30th  day  of  March,  1813,  the  premi-  , 
ses  in  question  were  demised  by  Matthew  Wood  to  George  Stoddart,  i 
since  deceased,  for  a  term  of  88  years.  This  lease  was  prepared  by 
the  then  attorney  of  Stoddart,  and  left  by  Stoddart  in  his  possession. 
About  this  time,  the  plaintiff,  Robinson,  paid  large  sums  of  money  for, 
and  on  account  of  Stoddart,  and  by  his  desire  also,  paid  a  snm  of 
£13  14s.  Gd.  for,  and  obtained  the  possession  of  the  lease  from  the  attor- 
ney who  had  prepared  it,  and  with  whom  it  had  been  left.  On  the  29th 
October,  1813,  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  between  Stoddart  and 
Robinson,  Stoddart  gave  to  Robinson  an  acceptance  for  £83  5s.,  which 
was  then  due  to  Robinson,  in  addition  to  the  former  sum  of  £13  14s.  Qd., 
and  in  the  month  of  February,  1814,  Robinson  further  paid  on  ac- 
count of  Stoddart,  £70,  and  put  into  an  auctioneer's  hands  the  lease 
to  be  sold  by  public  auction.  At  the  sale,  no  person  bidding  sufficiently 
high  for  the  premises,  they  were  bought  in,  and  the  lease  delivered  back 
to  Robinson.  By  indenture  of  the  25th  day  of  July,  1814,  in  considera- 
tion of  £100,  Stoddart  assigned  the  lease  and  premises  to  one  Jeremiah 
Moore  for  all  his  term  therein,  but  the  lease  remained  in  Robinson's 
possession.  On  the  4th  day  of  November,  1815,  Stoddart  was  dis- 
charged from  the  King's  Bench  prison,  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the 
court  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  and,  upon  his  discharge,  b}' 
indenture  bearing  date  the  4th  da}-  of  November,  1815,  assigned  all  his 
estate,  property,  and  effects  in  possession,  remainder  and  reversion, 
to  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  insolvent  debtors'  court.  This  assign- 
ment was  registered  in  the  register  office,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex, 
on  the  7th  day  of  October,  1818.  In  the  schedule  of  the  said  insol- 
vent's estate,  property,  and  effects,  fded  in  court,  and  which  accom- 
panied the  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  court,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Robinson,  was  stated  and  returned  as  a  creditor 
of  the  insolvent,  and  the  premises  in  question  were  stated  to  have  been 
mortgaged  or  conveyed,  and  then  to  be  in  mortgage  and  conveyed  for 
£G0  to  a  Mr.  Barton  Greenwood,  and  also  to  the  said  Jeremiah  Moore. 
On  the  19th  day  of  December,  1815,  Moore  put  the  premises  up  to  sale 
by  public  auction.  The  auctioneer  had  not  the  original  lease,  which 
was  at  that  time  in  Robinson's  possession,  but  Robinson  knew  that  he 
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was  about  to  sell  the  premises,  and  desired  the  auctioneer,  if  the}'  went 
for  a  certain  price,  to  buy  them  in  for  him.  The  premises,  however, 
exceeded  Robinson's  price,  and  they  were  finally  bought  by  one  William 
Barton,  and  the  auctioneer  sometime  afterwards  told  Barton,  that  if 
Robinson  was  paid  £30  he  would  give  up  the  lease,  but  Barton  refused. 
On  the  31st  day  of  July,  1817,  the  plaintiff,  Robinson,  as  one  of  the 
creditors  of  Stoddart,  took  an  assignment  from  the  provisional  assignee 
of  Stoddart,  of  all  the  insolvent's  estate  and  effects,  and  the  7th  Octo- 
ber, 1818,  registered  the  original  lease  of  the  30th  day  of  March,  1813, 
and  also,  at  the  same  time,  registered  the  assignment  to  the  provisional 
assignee,  and  the  assignment  from  the  provisional  assignee  to  him,  dated 
the  31st  of  July,  1817,  and  brought  an  ejectment  against  the  then  tenant 
in  possession,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1819,  but  was  nonsuited  by  reason 
of  his  not  being  able  to  prove  the  discharge  of  Stoddart  under  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors' Act  by  the  regular  proof.  On  the  9th  June,  1819,  Wil- 
liam Barton  assigned  the  premises  to  the  present  defendant,  George 
Alexander  Allsop,  for  the  term  therein,  and  the  plaintiff,  Robinson, 
brought  the  ejectment  against  the  present  defendant,  who  appeared  as 
landlord.  The  assignments  by  Stoddart  to  Moore  of  the  25th  July,  1814, 
and  assignment  from  Moore  to  Barton  of  the  13th  July,  1816,  were  not 
registered  until  the  27th  day  of  February,  1819. 

Holt,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Abraham,  contra. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  A  court  of  law  is  now  called  upon  for  the  first  time, 
to  put  a  construction  on  the  words  of  this  Statute,  by  which  it  is  enacted, 
that  every  deed  or  conveyance  that  shall,  after  the  29th  September, 
1709,  be  made  and  executed,  shall  be  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void 
against  any  subsequent  purchaser,  or  mortgagee,  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, unless  a  memorial  thereof  be  registered  before  the  registering 
of  the  memorial  of  the  deed  or  conveyance,  under  which  such  subse- 
quent purchaser  or  mortgagee  shall  claim.  Now  it  is  impossible,  that 
plainer  words  could  be  used,  and  I  think,  that,  sitting  in  a  court  of 
law.  we  are  bound  to  give  effect  to  them,  and  that  we  cannot  say,  that 
this  deed  is  not  fraudulent  and  void  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act,  be- 
cause, possibly  it  may  turn  out  upon  examination,  that  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  some  relief  in  equity.  If  there  be  any  such  ground,  a 
court  of  equity  may  interfere,  and  this  case  shows  clearly  how  inconve- 
nient it  would  be,  if  this  court  were  to  enter  into  any  equitable  con- 
siderations. For  here,  it  is  clear,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  at 
all  events  a  lien  on  the  instrumenl  of  conveyance.  What  effect  that 
mighl  have  on  a  court  of  equity,  1  cannot  Bay,  but  I  think  it  .-it  least  is 
a  fit  matter  for  it>  consideration.  We,  however,  m  a  court  of  law,  must 
give  effecl  to  the  words  of  the  Act. 

BATLIT,  J.      I    amof  the   same  opinion.      The  words  of  the   Statute 
are,  that  such  deeds  or  conveyances  shall  be  adjudged    fraudulent  and 

void  against  every  subsequent  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration.    It 

i>  to  be  observed,  that  the  words  "bonaf.dc  purchaser"  arc  not  used. 


BTROUD    V.    LOCKABT.  [CHAP.  II. 

I  think,  therefore,  thai  we  are  bound  in  a  court  of  law  to  give  effect  to 

la.     That  seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  judges  in  the 

cited,  although  they  thought  that  a  court  of  equity  would,  in  some 

.  interfere  t<>  relieve  the  party.     It  is  so  laid  down  by  Lord  Hard- 

wicke,  in  /.'  New  \.  L<    Neve,  and  the  words  of  Lord  Mansfield,  in 

/'     \.  /.'  utledge,  Cowp.  712,  are  these,  "Equity  says,  if  the  party 

knew  of  the  unregistered  dva],  his  registered  deed  shall  not  set  it  aside, 

because   ho  has  that  notice  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  intended  he 

should  have.     He  therefore  puts  it  as  a  case  in  which  equity  would 

interfere  :  and  the  circumstances  of  this  case  show  the  propriety  of  our 

adhering  to  the  words  of  the  Act ;  for  I  am  by  no  means  clear  that  we 

should  not  work  great  injustice,  if  we  were  to  decide  in  favor  of  the 

defendant. 

Best,  J.  The  words  of  this  Statute  are  quite  clear,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence  of  any  ease,  I  should  think  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment. 
15 ut  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  case  of  Le  Neve  v.  Le  Neve,  in  which  Lord 
llardwicke  considers  the  party  under  these  circumstances  as  entitled  to 
relief  in  equity,  is  an  authority  to  show,  that  at  law  he  is  without 
defence. 

Holroyd,  J.,  absent  at  chambers. 

Judgment  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff . 


STROUD   y.   LOCKAET. 
Supremtd  Court  of  Pennsylvania.     1797. 

[Reported  4  Dull.  153-] 

Scire  facias  on  a  mortgage.  The  mortgage  had  not  been  recorded, 
conformably  to  the  Act  of  Assembly  ;  and  Lockart  had  purchased  the 
premises.  But,  on  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  proved,  that  Lockart  knew 
of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  said 
he  would  have  to  pay  it,  although  it  was  not  then  recorded. 

Bt  iiii.  Coubt.  The  case  is  too  plain  for  controversy.  The  plain- 
till'  must  have  a  verdict;  and  all  the  trouble  of  the  jury  will  be  to 
calculate  the  interest. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff} 

i  See  Dritton's  Appeal,  45  Pa.  172  (1803). 
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MAYHAM  v.   COOMBS. 

Supreme  Court  of  Ohio.     1846. 

[Reported  14  Ohio,  428.] 

This  is  a  bill  in  chancery  reserved  in  the  County  of  Clermont. 

This  bill  is  filed  by  the  complainant  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  and  to 
procure  the  sale  of  mortgaged  premises.  Benjamin  Coombs  is  the 
mortgagor,  Anna  Parker,  a  mortgagee,  and  Mathias  Kagler,  a  judg- 
ment creditor.  There  are  other  defendants,  but,  for  present  purposes, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  specify  the  relations  in  which  they  stand  to  the 
case. 

The  facts,  so  far  as  respects  the  several  mortgages  and  the  judgment, 
are  as  follows:  Anna  Parker,  on  the  12th  day  of  March,  1838,  con- 
tracted to  sell  to  Benjamin  Coombs  one  hundred  and  one  acres  of  land, 
and  which  is  the  only  land  about  which  there  is  any  controversv,  and 
gave  to  him  a  title  bond.  At  the  same  time  she  took  his  note  for  the 
purchase  money,  signed  by  James  Coombs  as  his  security.  On  the  18th 
day  of  July.  1840,  she  conveyed  the  same  land,  by  deed  duly  executed, 
and  took  back  a  mortgage,  to  secure  the  payment  of  81,616,  the  balance 
due  of  the  purchase  money.  This  mortgage  was  recorded  on  the  11th 
day  of  November,  1840. 

On  the  30th  day  of  October,  1840,  Benjamin  Coombs  executed  to  the 
complainants  a  mortgage  of  the  same  premises  to  secure  the  payment 
of  twelve  hundred  and  sixty-nine  dollars,  which  mortgage  was  entered 
for  record  on  the  day  of  its  date. 

This  latter  mortgage  also  covered  fifty  acres  of  land  in  addition  to  the 
one  hundred  and  one  acres,  which,  in  1837,  had  been  mortgaged  by 
Coombs  to  one  Shadrack  Lane,  to  secure  the  payment  of  two  hundred 
and  seventy  dollars,  which  mortgage,  on  the  17th  day  of  May,  1841,  was 
assigned  by  Lane  to  the  complainant.  As  to  this  fifty  acres,  there  is 
not.  at  present,  any  controversy.  On  the  SOth  July,  1840,  the  defen- 
dant, Mathias  Kagler,,  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  Clermont  County,  against  Benjamin  Coombs,  for  $506.25  and 
costs  of  suit. 

Anna  Parker,  in  her  answer  to  the  bill,  charges  that  the  complainant, 

:il  Hi"  time  he   received    his  mortgage,  had   full   notice  of  the  existence 

of  ber  mortgage,  and  that,  with  a  view  to  defraud  her,  he  procured  his 
t..  be  Bret  received;  and  she  calls  upon  him,  by  Interrogatories,  to 
answer  this  charge. 

In  answer,  he  denies  notice  peremptorily.  Much  evidence,  however, 
Is  on  die  to  prove  notice,  bul  the  view  of  the  case  taken  by  the  court, 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  abstract  this  evidence. 

The  defendant,  Parker,  further  alleges,  in  her  answer,  that  the  con- 
sideration of  the  note  Becured  by  the  complainant's  mortgage,  is  made 
up,   in  a  great  measure,  of  exorbitant  interest,  and  such  exorbitant 
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Interest  compounded,  from  time  to  time;  and  Bhe  calls  upon  him  by 
interrogatories  to  answer  this  allegation,  and  toset  forth  the  original  con- 
sideration, which  was  the  foundation  of  the  note,  and  the  manner  in 
which  it  lias  been  increased  to  Its  present  amount. 

These  interrogatories  the  complainant  refuses  l<>  answer,  for  the 
reason,  as  he  alleges,  that  he  is  Informed  by  counsel  that  he  is  not 
bound  to  malic  answer.     4 'his  answer  is  excepted  to. 

J.'hn  Jolliffe,  for  the  complainant. 

John    W.  Lane,  for  the  defendant,  Anna  Parker. 

Hitchcock,  J.  The  facts  in  this  case,  show  that  the  defendant, 
Anna  Parker,  has  the  oldest  mortgage  upon  the  premises  in  contro- 
versy, that  mortgage  bearing  date  the  18th  of  July,  1840,  but  it  was 
not  recorded  until  the  11th  day  of  November  following.  Before  this 
time.  t<>  wit.  on  the  80th  day  of  October  of  the  same  year,  the  com- 
plainant had  procured  a  mortgage  of  the  same  premises,  whieh  was 
entered  for  record  on  the  day  of  its  date. 

Now,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  under  these  circumstances,  at  law, 
the  mortgage  of  the  complainant  is  the  preferable  lien  upon  this  land. 
The  7th  section  of  the  Act  expressly  declares  that  mortgages  "shall 
tnkt  ij}\<:tfr<>m  the  time  when  they  are  recorded  ;  and  if  two  mortgages 
are  presented  for  record  on  the  same  day,  they  shall  take  effect  from 
the  order  of  presentation  for  record  ;  the  first  presented,  shall  be  the 
first  recorded." —  And  if  they  take  effect  from  such  time,  they  surely 
could  have  had  no  effect  before.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  before 
recording  a  mortgage,  although,  In  form,  a  legal  mortgage,  it  '■'-takes 
effect  "  as  an  equitable  mortgage,  and  that  a  subsequent  mortgage,  with 
notice  of  this  previous  mortgage,  will  be  postponed  in  equity.  This 
question  was  before  the  court  at  the  last  term,  in  the  case  of  Stanselx. 
Roberts  and  others  (13  Ohio  Rep.  148),  and  it  was  decided  that  the  lien 
of  a  second  mortgage,  first  recorded,  is  preferred  ;  that  notice  of  a  prior 
unrecorded  mortgage  will  not,  under  the  Ohio  Statute,  postpone  the 
second  mortgage,  and  that  it  does  not  make  any  difference  that 
the  first  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  money  borrowed  to  pay  for 
the  land. 

I  am  aware  that  this  construction  of  the  Statute  is  not  entirely  satis- 
factory to  the  profession,  as  the  law  thus  construed  interferes  with  pre- 
vious received  opinions  of  equity  principles,  as  applicable  to  the  subject. 
But  it  is  not  perceived  how  a  different  construction  would  have  been 
put  upon  the  Statute,  by  any  rule  of  construction  known  in  law.  Mort- 
gages "  shall  take  effect  from  the  time  the}-  are  recorded,"  or,  according 
to  a  subsequent  Statute,  from  the  time  when  entered  or  delivered  for 
record.  There  is  no  ambiguity,  no  uncertainty,  in  the  phraseology.  It 
is  plain  and  explicit.  Not  that  it  shall  take  effect  at  law,  but  that  it 
shall  take  effect  from  that  time.  It  is  the  delivery  of  the  instrument 
to  the  proper  officer,  or  at  the  proper  office,  for  registry,  that  gives  it 
vitality.  There  is  no  more  impropriety  in  this  legislation  than  there  is 
in  saying  that  a  deed  for  the  conveyance  of  land,  although  otherwise 
executed  according  to  the  forms  of  the  law,  shall  not  operate  even  as  be- 
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tween  the  parties  as  a  conveyance,  until  acknowledged  before  competent 
authority  ;  yet  such  is  our  law  ;  and  it  is  held  that  such  deed  can, 
until  acknowledged,  be  treated  in  no  other  manner  than  as  contracts 
to  convey. 

The  opinion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  a  mort- 
gage should  be  recorded  in  order  to  give  it  vitality,  is,  as  it  seems  to 
the  court,  perfectly  apparent,  from  an  examination  of  the  different 
laws  providing  for  the  execution  and  acknowledgment  of  deeds.  The 
fourth  section  of  the  Act  of  January  30th,  1818  (Chase  Stat.  1041),  "  to 
provide  for  the  proof  and  acknowledgment  of  deeds  and  other  instru- 
ments of  writing,"  provides,  "  that  all  deeds,  mortgages,  and  other 
instruments  of  writing,  executed  agreeably  to  the  first  and  second 
sections  of  this  Act,  shall  be  recorded  within  six  months  from  the  date 
of  the  same,  within  the  county  wherein  such  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments  are  situate  ;  and  all  deeds,  mortgages,  and  other  instru- 
ments of  writing,  executed  agreeably  to  the  third  section  of  this  Act, 
shall  be  recorded  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  same,  within 
the  county  wherein  such  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  shall  lie  ; 
and  all  such  deeds,  mortgages,  and  other  instruments  of  writing,  exe- 
cuted, acknowledged,  or  proved,  and  recorded  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
good  and  valid  in  law;  and  if  any  deed,  mortgage,  or  other  instrument 
of  writing,  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  be  recorded  within  the  time  limited, 
as  aforesaid,  such  deed,  mortgage,  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  shall 
be  considered  fraudulent  against  any  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser  or 
purchasers,  without  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such  conveyance  ; 
provided,  that  such  conveyance  may  be  recorded  after  the  expiration  of 
the  time  herein  required,  and  shall,  from  the  date  of  the  record,  be 
notice  to  any  subsequent  purchaser  or  purchasers." 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  this  Act  relate  to  deeds  executed 
within,  the  third,  to  deeds  executed  without,  the  State.  Previous 
to  this  Act,  one  year  was  allowed  for  recording  deeds  of  the  latter 
description. 

By  this  section  it  will  be  seen  that  unrecorded  deeds,  mortgages, 
ami  other  instruments,  were  good  as  against  subsequent  grantees  with 
notice. 

This  Act  was  repealed  by  an  Act  of  the  same  title,  passed  February 
24th,  1820.  The  fourth  section  of  this  Act,  however,  is  substantially,  if 
not  identically,  the  same  with  the  7th  section  of  the  Act  of  1818  (Ch. 
Stat.  1 1  19)  ;  and  it  will  he  observed  that,  as  to  recording,  and  the  effect 
thereof,  mortgages  are  placed  precisely  on  the  Bame  footing  with  other 
deeds  of  convej  ance. 

The  last-named  Act  was  repealed  by  the  Act  of  L881,  the  law  now  in 

force.     By  this  latter  law,  a  difference  La  made  between  i tgages  and 

other  deeds  of  conveyance.  The  7th  section  provides,  "  that  all  mort- 
gages, executed  agreeably  to  the  pn>\  isions  of  this  Act,  shall  be  recorded 
in  the  office  of  the  recorder  In  the  county  in  which  such  mortgaged 
premises  are  situated^  and  shall  take  effect  from  the  time  when  the  same 
arc  recorded;    and  if  two  or  more   'tgages  are   presented   for  record 
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on  tin*  same  day,  the  Aral  presented  shall  be  Bret  recorded,  and  the  first 
recorded  shall  have  preference." 

Then  follows,  in  section  Beven,  "  that  all  other  deeds  and  instruments 
of  writing,  for  the  conveyance,  or  encumbrance  of  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  executed  agreeably  to  the  foregoing  pro- 
visions, shall  be  so  recorded,  within  six  months  from  the  date  thereof; 
and  if  such  deed  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  shall  not  be  so  recorded 
within  the  time  herein  prescribed,  the  same  shall  be  deemed  fraudulent, 
so  far  as  relates  to  any  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser,  having,  at  the 
time  of  making  such  purchase,  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such 
former  deed  or  other  instrument  of  writing,  and  may  be  recorded  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  herein  prescribed  ;  and  from  the  date  of  such 
record,  shall  be  notice  to  an)-  subsequent  purchaser." 

It  will  be  seen  that,  by  this  last  legislation,  mortgages  and  other 
instruments  of  writing,  which  before  bad  been  provided  for  in  one  sec- 
tion, are  separated.  Deeds  of  conveyance,  other  than  mortgages,  may 
be  recorded  within  six  months;  but  the  principle  is  retained,  that  al- 
though not  recorded,  yet  a  subsequent  purchaser,  with  notice,  cannot 
defeat  the  title  of  the  grantee.  The  same  principle  had  prevailed  with 
respect  to  mortgages  until  this  time.  But,  by  this  law,  no  time  is  speci- 
fied within  which  they  shall  be  recorded  ;  that  is  at  the  election  of  the 
mortgagee.  It  is  prescribed,  however,  that  they  shall  take  effect  from 
the  time  of  recording.  What  means  all  this?  Was  it  done  without 
design,  through  mere  carelessness,  or  want  of  attention?  It  is  evident 
that  a  change  in  the  law  was  intended.  It  was  thought  that  there  was 
some  mischief  in  the  previous  law,  and  the  object  was  to  supply  a 
remedy  :  ami  that  mischief  was,  as  we  must  suppose,  from  the  course 
of  legislation,  that  a  man  might  take  a  mortgage  of  his  neighbor's  prop- 
erty, and  keep  it  concealed  for  six  months,  thereb)-  enabling  that  neigh- 
bor to  contract  further  debts,  which  he  would  be  unable  to  pay,  and 
thereby  defraud  the  community  around  him.  To  remedy  evils  of  this 
character,  the  law-making  power  thought  it  good  policy  to  provide  that 
this  species  of  conveyance  should  only  take  effect  from  the  time  of  re- 
cording—  from  the  time  that  notice  was  given  of  the  encumbrance 
upon  the  public  records  of  the  county.  Whether  the  policy  was  sound 
or  not.  is  not  for  us  to  say.  It  is  sufficient  for  us  to  know  that  such  is 
the  policy.  I  lut  we,  in  fact,  believe  that  the  policy  is  good,  and  if  per- 
severed  in,  will  tend  to  prevent,  and  actually  will  prevent,  frauds.  We 
have  no  doubt  that,  under  this  construction,  frauds  may  be  practised 
and  hard  cases  arise.  The  case  before  the  court  is  a  hard  one.  Anna 
Parker  sold  her  land,  and  took  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase 
money  ;  she  neglected  to  place  this  mortgage  upon  record.  She  may,  in 
consequence,  lose  the  debt,  but  it  will  not  do  to  bend  the  law  to  prevent 
its  operation  against  her. 

But,  as  between  ordinary  mortgages,  I  cannot  perceive  how  this  con- 
struction can  operate  improperly.  I  know  it  is  said  that  a  subsequent 
S  gee,  with  notice,  defrauds  the  prior  mortgagee  by  putting  his 
mortgage  first  upon  record.    In  one  sense  of  the  word,  perhaps  he  does, 
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but  there  is  no  actual  fraud.  Take  an  instance  :  A.  and  B.  are  creditors 
of  C. ;  the  debts  are  equal,  and  either  is  sufficient  to  sweep  away  the 
entire  property  of  the  debtor ;  A.  seeks  his  opportunity,  and  for  the 
securit\-  of  his  debt,  procures  a  mortgage  upon  the  entire  property  of 
C  ;  when  he  does  it,  he  knows  of  the  debt  of  B.,  and  knows,  further, 
that  his  mortgage  will  entirely  defeat  the  collection  of  that  debt.  Now, 
in  the  common  acceptation  of  the  term,  and  according  to  the  ideas  of 
the  profession,  here  is  no  fraud.  True,  B.  is  deprived  of  the  collection 
of  his  debt,  but  there  is  no  fraud.  A.  is  the  vigilant  creditor  ;  he  only 
took  the  mortgage  to  secure  what  was  honestly  his  due.  But  change 
the  case  :  A.  after  having  procured  his  mortgage,  becomes  negligent,  he 
does  not  place  it  upon  record ;  B.,  knowing  the  existence  of  that  mort- 
gage, but  equally  anxious  to  secure  his  debt,  procures  a  mortgage,  and 
places  it  upon  record.  All  cry  out,  here  is  a  fraud.  Now,  my  percep- 
tions are  so  obtuse,  that  I  can  perceive  no  difference,  in  a  moral  point 
of  view,  in  the  actions  of  these  two  men.  They  are  both  creditors,  and 
both  equally  anxious  to  secure  their  debts.  They  pursue  the  course 
pointed  out  by  law  to  effect  their  object.  The  one  is  the  most  vigilant 
to  get  his  mortgage  executed ;  the  other,  to  get  his  recorded.  The 
course  of  neither  is  in  accordance  with  the  principles  of  abstract  justice. 
Such  justice  would  require  that,  inasmuch  as  the  property  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  pay  both,  it  should  be  equally  divided  between  them. 

It  is  attempted,  in  this  case,  to  set  up  the  vendor's  lien  for  the  pro- 
tection of  Mrs.  Parker.  This  can  be  done  only  where  it  appears  that 
the  vendor  relied  upon  this  lien  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money.  In  this  case,  a  note,  with  personal  security,  was 
given  for  the  purchase  money  in  the  first  instance,  and  subsequently  a 
mortgage. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel,  that  although  as  between  mortgages,  the  first 
recorded  mortgage  must  prevail,  jet  that  an  unrecorded  mortgage,  bring 
in  equity  a  specific  lien,  must  prevail  as  against  a  prior  judgment  lien, 
which  is  general.  If  we  are  right  in  the  construction  of  the  Statute,  if 
a  mortgage  does  not  take  effect  until  recorded  ;  in  other  words,  if  the 
recording  is  part  and  parcel  of  the  execution,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
this  position  can  be  sustained.  If,  as  we  suppose,  the  leading  motive 
of  the  Legislature,  in  the  enactment  of  the  law,  was  to  have  encum- 
brance upon  land  placed  upon  the  record  of  the  county,  to  adopt  the 
principle  insisted  upon,  would  be  to  defeat  that  intention.  The  case  of 
Lah  v.  Doud,  10  Ohio  Rep.  ll">,  is  cited  in  support  of  the  position 
assumed  by  defendant's  counsel.  In  that  ease,  there  was  no  judgment 
lien.    Thejudgmenl  bad  been  rendered  in  a  county  different  from  the 

one  in  which  the  land  in  controversy  was  situated.      Bui  execution    had 

been  levied  upon  the  land  in  controversy,  and  it  had  been  sold.     The 

purchaser  did    not    SC1   up  any  claim   Bgainsl  tin'  mortgage.      The   great 

question  in  the  case  was  a  question  of  fraud,  and  the  court  found,  not 
that  there  was  constructive  fraud,  bnl  that  an  actual  and  Aggravated 

fraud  had  been  attempted    upon    the   rights   of  the   complainants.      The 

question  was  made  by  defendants,  whether  the  <\>^>\  of  the  complainant 
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would  be  enforced,  not  being  a  legal  mortgage ;  and  the  court  hold  that 
it  could,  and  cited,  as  authority,  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  Muskingum  v. 
Carpenter,  7  Ohio  Rep.  21.  The  case  in  7ih  Ohio  was  undoubtedly 
correctly  decided,  l>ut  the  mortgage  in  controversy,  in  that  case,  was 
executed  long  before  the  Act  of  1881. 

In  the  case  of  Lake  v.  Doud,  this  latter  Act  was  scarcely  taken  into 
consideration  by  the  court.  The  great,  the  leading  question,  us  before 
stated,  being  the  question  of  fraud. 

Tin'  case  of  Magee  v.  Bell,  Administrator  of  Beatty,  8  Ohio  Rep. 
396,  was  one  in  which  the  question  as  to  priority  of  lien  was  raised. 
The  plaintiff  was  a  judgment  creditor  of  Thos.  T.  Beatty;  the  intestate 
was  B  creditor  whose  debt  was  secured  b}'  mortgage.  The  mortgage 
was  delivered  for  record,  before  the  first  day  of  the  term,  when  the 
judgment  was  entered,  but  was  not  copied  into  the  record  until  after- 
wards. When  the  case  was  first  under  consideration,  the  question  was, 
whether  the  mortgage  should  take  effect  from  the  time  of  its  delivery 
for  record,  or  from  the  time  it  was  actually  copied  into  the  record.  If 
from  the  time  of  delivery  for  record,  the  mortgage  in  the  case  then 
before  the  court,  was  to  be  preferred  to  the  judgment.  If  from  the  time 
it  was  actually  copied  into  the  record,  then  the  lien  of  the  judgment  was 
the  preferable  lien.  Upon  this  question,  the  court  divided  in  opinion, 
and  this  division  of  opinion  induced  the  Legislature  to  pass  the  declara- 
tory Act  of  March,  1838.  In  that  case,  it  is  evident  that  the  court  con- 
sidered that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  must  be  preferred  to  any  lien  of  an 
unrecorded  mortgage. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  Kaglor 
is  the  preferable  lien  upon  the  one  hundred  acres  of  land,  and  that  the 
mortgage  of  the  complainant  must  be  preferred  to  that  of  Anna  Parker. 
As  we  suppose  the  case  was  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  settling  this 
point,  we  shall  not  now  enter  a  final  decree,  nor  order  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  ;  but  the  case  will  be  referred  to  a  master,  to  ascer- 
tain the  amount  due  upon  the  respective  liens,  with  instructions  to 
report  at  the  next  term  of  the  court  in  Clermont  County. 

In  making  this  inquiry,  the  master  will  examine  the  complainant  on 
oath,  touching  the  consideration  of  the  debt  secured  by  his  mortgage. 
In  the  answer  of  Anna  Parker,  she  charges  that  much  of  the  considera- 
tion of  this  note  is  exorbitant  interest,  such  exorbitant  interest  being 
compounded  ;  and  she  calls  upon  complainant,  by  interrogatories,  to 
r  this  charge.  This  he  refuses  to  do,  and,  as  he  says,  under  the 
advice  of  counsel,  that  he  is  not  obliged  to  do  it.  We  differ  from  coun- 
sel on  this  point ;  the  interrogatories  must  be  answered,  or  what  will 
result  in  the  same  thing,  the  complainant  must  answer  on  oath  before 
the  master.1 

i  See  Bercaw  v.  Cockerill,  20  Ohio  St.  103  (1870). 
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C.     What  is  Xotice. 

POMROY  v.   STEVENS. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1846. 

[Reported  11  Met.  244.] 

"Writ  of  entry  to  recover  forty-three  acres  of  land  in  Hancock.  At 
the  trial  before  Shaw,  C.  J.,  both  parties  claimed  title  to  the  demanded 
premises  under  Hiram  Chapman.  The  demandant  claimed  under  a 
levy  upon  the  premises,  made  on  the  8th  of  November,  1842,  upon  an 
execution  against  said  Chapman,  in  pursuance  of  an  attachment  alleged 
to  have  been  made  on  the  6th  of  December,  1841.  The  tenant  claimed 
under  a  deed  of  the  premises,  made  to  him  by  said  Chapman,  on 
the  4th  day  of  February,  1839,  acknowledged  on  the  same  day,  and 
recorded  on  the  10th  of  December,    1842. 

Several  objections  (which  need  not  be  here  stated)  were  made  to  the 
legality  and  sufficiency  of  the  demandant's  said  levy,  which  were  over- 
ruled by  the  judge. 

An  objection  was  then  made  to  the  demandant's  attachment  of  the 
demanded  premises,  on  the  ground  of  a  discrepancy  between  the 
officer's  return  thereof  on  the  original  writ  and  his  return  on  the  copy 
deposited  in  the  clerk's  office  and  entered  in  the  clerk's  book,  pursuant 
to  Rev.  Sts.  c.  90,  §§  28-30.  The  attachment  on  the  writ  purported  to 
be  made  on  the  7th  of  December,  1841,  whereas,  on  said  copy,  it  was 
stated  to  be  on  the  6th  of  said  December.  The  judge  ruled,  first,  that 
this  slight  misdescription  of  the  attachment  did  not  raise  a  doubt  of  its 
identity,  nor  affect  any  one's  rights;  and  secondly,  that,  as  the  tenant 
did    not   claim   under   any    subsequent    conveyance    or    attachment,   by 

the  terms  of  the  statute  he  could  not  take  advantage  of  such  mis- 
description. 

The  defence  was.  that  the  demandant,  when  he  made  his  levy,  and 
when  lie  made  his  attachment,  had  actual  notice  of  the  tenant's  prior 
unrecorded  deed,  [n  support  of  this  defence,  the  tenant  offered  evi- 
dence to  -how  thai  he  was  in  the  open  occupation  and  possession  of  the 
demanded  premises  :  thai  he  pastured  part  thereof,  and  cultivated  other 
parts  thereof;  and  that  this  was  so  open  and  visible  as  to  warrant  a  belief 
that  the  demandanl  Knew  it.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  as  incom- 
petent, having  no  tendency  to  prove  knowledge  of  a  pre-existing  title  by 
deed,  rather  than  a  tenancy  for  year-  or  al  will.    Whereupon  the  judge 

ruled,  thai  auch  acta  of  occupation  and  Improvemenl  were  nol  c pe- 

tent  evidence,  unless  connected  with  Borne  admission  or  declaration  of 
the  demandant,  showing  thai  he  attributed  such  acts  to  the  existence 
of  a  previous  conveyance. 

The  tenant  then  proposed  to  prove  some  improvements  of  a  more 

vol.  vi.—  al 
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expensive  and  permanenl  character,  such  as  an  owner  only  would  be 
to  make  ;  and  for  this  purpose  he  offered  to  prove  thai  he  joined 
with  a  neighbor  who  had  purchased  another  part  of  said  Hiram  Chap- 
man's land,  and  put  Ins  deed  on  record,  in  building  a  partition  rail 
fence,  of  considerable  extent.  But  the  judge  ruled,  that  such  fencing 
fell  under  the  rule  before  stated,  in  regard  to  possession,  occupation, 
and  improvement,  and  had  do  tendency  to  prove  a  pre-existing  deed. 

The  tenant's  eounsel  dec-lined  going  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of 

fact,  and  consented  to  a  verdict   for  the  demandant,  subject  to  the 

opinion  of  the  whole  court  upon  the  rulings  at  the  trial. 

Bishop,  lor  the  tenant. 

RocktOi  It.  for  the  demandant. 

Win. i.. I.  The  parties  in  this  case  both  claim  their  titles  under 
Hiram  Chapman;  and  the  general  question  is,  which  party  has  the 
better  title. 

tenant  claims  under  a  deed  dated  February  4th,  18:30,  acknow- 

I   the   same  day,  but  not  recorded  until  the   10th  of  December, 

1  - 12.     The  demandant  claims  under  a  levy  of  an  execution,  alleged  to 

have  been  made  on  the  8th  of  November,  1842,  in  pursuance  of  an 

attachment  alleged  to  have  been  made  on  the  Gth  of  December,  1841. 

Several  objections  were  taken,  at  the  trial,  to  the  legality  of  the 
demandant's  levy  ;  but  they  were  all  overruled,  and  no  exceptions  were 
taken  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  respect.  An  objection  was  also 
made  to  the  validity  of  the  attachment,  on  the  ground  that  in  the  copy 
left  at  the  clerk's  office  there  was  a  misdescription  as  to  the  day  when 
the  attachment  was  made;  the  attachment  purporting  to  have  been 
made  on  the  7th  of  December,  and  in  the  clerk's  book  it  wras  stated  to 
be  on  the  Gth  of  December.  But  this  objection  is  immaterial,  as 
the  tenant  was  a  previous  purchaser,  and  could  not  have  been 
prejudiced  by  this  slight  mistake.  The  Rev.  Sts.  c.  90,  §  28,  pro- 
vide that  "  no  attachment  of  real  estate,  on  mesne  process,  shall  be 
valid  againsl  any  subsequent  attaching  creditor,  or  against  airy  person 
who  shall  afterwards  purchase  the  same,"  &c.  "  unless  the  original 
writ  or  a  copy  thereof,  and  so  much  of  the  officer's  return  thereon  as 
-  to  the  attachment  of  such  estate,  shall  be  deposited  in  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  the  court,''  &c.  This  provision  is  made  for  the  benefit 
otsubst  /"■  nt  purchasers  and  attaching  creditors,  and  b\-them  only  can 
advantage  be  taken  of  any  non-compliance  therewith. 

The  remaining  objection  to  the  demandant's  title  is  that  on  which 
the  tenant  principally  relies.  He  contends,  that  at  the  time  of  the  de- 
mandant's attachment  and  the  levy  of  his  execution,  the  demandant 
had  actual  notice  of  the  tenant's  prior  title  ;  and  he  offered  evidence  to 
that,  before  the  attachment,  he  was  in  the  open  and  visible  posses- 
sion of  the  demanded  premises,  cultivating  the  same,  and  making  im- 
provements of  a  permanent  character  thereon  ;  and  he  contended  that 
ip<  '<  nt  and  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding 
that  the  demandant  had  actual  notice  of  the  tenant's  title.     But  the 
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presiding  judge  was  of  a  different  opinion,  and  ruled  accordingly. 
Whether  the  demandant  had  notice  of  the  tenant's  title  or  not,  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  decide.  But  the  competency  and  suffi- 
ciency of  the  evidence  to  prove  the  fact  were  within  the  province  of  the 
court  to  determine  ;  and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  ruling  of  the  pre- 
siding judge  on  this  point  was  well  founded. 

Before  the  Rev.  Sts.  c.  59,  §  2S,  the  open  and  notorious  possession 
and  improvement  of  real  estate,  by  a  party  entering  under  a  deed  not 
registered,  was,  in  general,  sufficient  evidence  from  which  notice  of  such 
deed  might  be  inferred  or  implied,  so  as  to  avoid  a  subsequent  deed  or 
attachment.  But  to  have  that  effect,  the  evidence  must  have  been  such 
as  to  render  the  inference  not  merely  probable,  but  necessary  and  un- 
questionable. M'Mechan  v.  Griffing,  3  Pick.  149.  But  since  the 
Rev.  Sts.  c.  59,  §  28,  no  implied  or  constructive  notice  of  an  unregis' 
tered  deed  can  avoid  a  subsequent  deed  or  attachment.  The  Statute 
expressly  provides  that  no  conveyance  of  real  estate  shall  be  valid  and 
effectual,  against  any  person  other  than  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  and 
devis.es,  and  persons  having  actual  notice  thereof,  unless  it  is  made  by 
a  deed  recorded  as  the  Statute  directs.  Since  this  provision,  no  im- 
plied or  constructive  notice  of  an  unregistered  deed  will  give  it  validity 
against  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  attaching  creditor.  It  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  prove  facts  that  would  reasonably  put  him  on  inquiry.  He  is 
not  bound  to  inquire  ;  but  the  party  relying  on  an  unregistered  deed, 
against  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  attaching  creditor,  must  prove  that 
the  latter  had  actual  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  deed.  The  evi- 
dence ofTered  was  clearly  insufficient  to  prove  any  such  notice  or  knowl- 
edge. A  tenant  for  years,  or  at  will,  may  have  possession  of  real 
estate,  and  may  build  fences,  and  make  other  improvements  thereon  ; 
or  a  party  mav  have  possession,  and  make  improvements,  without  any 
title  by  deed  or  by  lease. 

'J'Ik.'  evidence  of  such  possession  and  improvements  is  wholly  insuffi- 
cient to  prove  that  the  party  in  possession  holds  under  a  conveyance  to 
him  in  fee  simple.  The  evidence  offered,  therefore,  would  not  have 
warranted  the  inference  that  the  demandant  had  any  notice  or  knowl- 
edge of  the  tenant's  title-deed.  ! 

Judgment  on  the  verdict. 

i  Cf.  Toupin  v.  Peabodt/,  162  Mass.  473  (18'Jo). 
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KIRBY   v.   TALLMADGE. 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.     1896. 

[ReportedlW  U.  S.  879.] 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  Maria  E.  Tallmadge  against  the 
appellants,  to  set  aside  and  remove,  as  a  eloud  upon  her  title,  a  deed 
made  by  the  appellants  Richard  H.  Miller,  Elizabeth  llouehens,  and 
Ella  A.  Gondy,  claiming  to  be  heirs  at  law  of  one  John  L.  Miller,  de- 
cea8ed1  dated  August  30,  1888,  and  purporting  to  convey  to  the  appel- 
lant Kirby  the  property  therein  described.  The  bill  further  prayed  for 
the  cancellation  of  a  trust  deed  executed  by  the  appellant  Kirby  and  his 
wife  to  the  defendants  Willoughby  and  Williamson,  and  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  all  the  defendants  except  Kirby,  restraining  them  from 
negotiating  certain  notes  given  by  Kirby  for  the  purchase  of  said  lots, 
etc. 

The  facts  disclosed  by  the  testimonj-  show  that,  in  1882,  Mrs.  Tall- 
madge. the  appellee,  purchased  of  one  Bates,  for  a  home,  lots  Nos.  77 
and,  78,  in  square  239,  in  the  city  of  Washington,  with  the  improve- 
ments thereon,  for  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars,  five  thousand  of 
which  were  paid  in  cash,  the  residue  to  be  paid  in  five  instalments  of 
one  thousand  dollars  each.  Instead  of  taking  the  title  to  the  property 
in  herself,  she  furnished  the  money  to  John  L.  Miller,  a  friend  of  the 
family,  who  paid  the  $5,000  cash,  with  the  money  thus  furnished,  and 
at  her  request  took  the  title  in  his  own  name,  and  executed  notes  for 
the  deferred  payments,  which  he  secured  by  a  deed  of  trust  upon  the 
property.  Subsequently,  and  in  June,  1883,  Miller  also  purchased 
with  the  funds  of  Mrs.  Tallmadge  the  adjoining  lot  No.  76,  taking  title 
in  his  own  name,  and  executing  a  deed  of  trust  for  the  deferred  pa}-- 
ments,  amounting  to  81,266. 

Mrs.  Tallmadge  took  immediate  possession  of  the  premises,  and  had 
occupied  them  as  her  own  from  that  day  to  the  time  the  bill  was  filed, 
paying  taxes,  improvements,  and  interest  on  incumbrances,  reducing 
the  principal  82,206,  and  holding  open  and  notorious  possession  under 
her  claim  of  title. 

Mr.  Miller,  who  claimed  no  title  or  right  to  the  premises  in  himself, 
on  December  27,  1883,  by  a  deed  signed  by  himself  and  wife,  conveyed 
the  legal  title  to  Mrs.  Tallmadge,  but  this  deed,  through  inadvertence 
or  otherwise,  was  not  recorded  until  October  4,  1888.  Mr.  Miller  died 
in  February,  1888,  and  by  his  will,  which  was  dated  December  1,  1880, 
devised  his  estate  to  his  widow. 

On  June  16,  1888,  defendants  Miller,  llouehens,  and  Goudv,  collat- 
eral heirs  of  John  J,.  Miller,  who  had  made  a  contract  with  the  defend- 
Willoughby  and  Williamson  to  give  them  one  quarter  of  whatever 
they  could  get  for  them  out  of  the  estate  of  Miller,  filed  a  bill  in  the 
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Supreme  Court  of  the  District  against  the  widow  and  executor  of  Mil- 
ler, the  holders  of  the  notes  given  b}'  him,  and  the  trustees  in  one  of 
the  deeds  of  trust,  praying  for  a  partition  or  sale  of  the  property,  the 
admeasurement  of  the  widow's  dower,  and  for  a  charge  upon  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  Miller  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money  of  the  property. 

To  this  bill  the  widow  of  John  L.  Miller  made  answer  that  her  hus- 
band never  had  any  interest  in  the  property  in  question  ;  that  the  title 
was  taken  in  his  name  for  Mrs.  Tallmadge  ;  and  that  long  before  his 
death  he  had  by  deed  duly  conveyed  it  to  her,  and  that  neither  she  nor 
his  estate  had  or  had  ever  had  any  interest  in  the  property.  In  August, 
1888,  the  pendency  of  this  suit  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  Mrs.  Tall- 
madge, she  sent  the  original  deed  from  Miller  to  her,  then  unrecorded, 
by  Mr.  Tallmadge  to  Willoughby  and  Williamson,  solicitors  for  Miller's 
heirs,  who  examined  and  made  minutes  from  it. 

On  August  30,  1888,  Houchens,  Goudy,  and  Miller,  who  had  filed 
the  bill  for  partition,  executed  a  deed  conveying  the  property  to  the 
appellant  Kirby,  subject  to  the  dower  rights  of  Mrs.  Miller,  for  a  con- 
sideration of  Si 2,000,  83,000  of  which  were  said  to  have  been  paid  in 
cash  and  $9,000  by  notes  secured  by  a  mortgage  or  trust  deed  upon  the 
property,  to  Willoughby  and  Williamson  as  trustees.  Kirby  thereupon 
claimed  the  property  as  an  innocent  purchaser  without  notice  of  the 
prior  deed.  He  at  once  gave  notice  to  Mr.  Tallmadge  that  he  would 
demand  rent  for  the  property  at  the  rate  of  $1,000  per  annum. 

On  receipt  of  this  notice  Mrs.  Tallmadge  filed  this  bill  to  cancel  and 
set  aside  the  deed  and  deed  of  trust.  Answers  were  filed  by  the  defend- 
ants and  testimony  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  tending  to  show  the  facts 
alleged  in  her  bill.  Neither  of  the  appellants  took  proof,  nor  did  the}' 
or  either  of  them  offer  themselves  as  witnesses,  but  stood  upon  their 
answers. 

Upon  final  hearing,  the  court  below,  in  special  term,  rendered  a  de- 
cree in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  bill,  setting  aside  the  deed 
and  deed  of  trust  as  fraudulent  and  void,  from  which  decree  defendants 
appealed  to  the  General  Term,  which  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  court 
below,  and  further  directed  that  Miller,  on  the  demand  of  Kirby,  return 
to  him  the  $3,000  which  Kirby  claimed  to  have  paid,  and  which  Miller 
admitted  to  have  received. 

From  this  d(  cree  defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  John    7'.   Morgan,  for  all  the  appellants. 

Mr.  W.  WiUoughby,  for  himself  and  Elizabeth  M.  Houchens.  appel- 
lants. Mr.  A.  Cabell  Williamson,  was  on  his  brief  as  counsel  for  him- 
self, Ellen  A.  Goody,  and  Richard  II.  Miller. 

Mr.  John    C.    /'"//.    for  appellee. 

Mi:.  JuSTIOI  BbOWH,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court 

The  controversy  in  this  CSSS  aris.-,  from  the   fact  that    the  deed    from 

John  L.  Miller  to  Mis.  Tallmadge,  which  was  given  December 27,  I 

was  not  put  upon  record  until  October  1.   1888.      In  the  meantime,  and 
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in  February,  1888,  Miller,  in  whose  name  the  property  had  been  taken 
for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Tallmadge,  died  ;    and  on  August  30,  1888, 

iena,  Goudy,  and  Richard  Henry  Miller,  collateral  heirs  of  John 
L.  Miller,  executed  a  deed  of  the  property,  subject  to  the  dower  rights 
of  Miller's  widow,  to  defendant  Kirby  for  an  expressed  consideration 
of  $12,000,  of  which  $3,000  are  said  to  have  been  paid  down  in  cash, 
and  $9,000  in  notes,  payable  to  Willoughby  and  Williamson.  Kirby 
now  claims  to  be  an  innocent  purchaser  of  the  property,  without  notice 
of  the  prior  deed  from  John  L.  Miller  to  Mrs.  Tallmadge. 

There  are  several  circumstances  in  this  case  which  tend  to  arouse  a 
suspicion  that  Kirby's  purchase  of  the  property  was  not  made  in  good 
faith.  Within  three  months  after  the  probate  of  the  will  of  John  L. 
Miller,  his  collateral  heirs,  Ilouchens,  Goudy,  and  Richard  II.  Miller, 
who  had  made  a  contract  with  Willoughby  and  Williamson  to  give  them 
one  quarter  of  whatever  they  could  get  for  them  out  of  the  estate  of 
Miller,  filed  a  bill  for  the  partition  of  real  estate,  and  to  set  off  the 
widow's  dower.  His  widow,  Lola,  answered,  admitted  that  her  husband 
did  not  purchase  the  lands  described  in  the  bill,  and  alleged  that  he  had 
conveyed  them  away  in  his  lifetime. 

Mis.  Tallmadge,  hearing  of  this  suit,  instead  of  appearing  formally 
therein,  submitted  her  deed  from  Miller  to  the  solicitors  for  the  com- 
plainants in  the  partition  suit,  who  did  not  amend  their  bill  or  make 
her  a  party,  but  apparently  allowed  the  suit  to  drop  ;  inasmuch  as  the 
complainants,  being  heirs  of  John  L.  Miller,  took  only  his  actual  inter- 
est in  the  land,  of  which,  owing  to  his  deed  to  Mrs.  Tallmadge  in  his 
lifetime,  nothing  remained  at  his  death.  Shortly  thereafter,  the  com- 
plainants in  that  suit,  who  must  have  been  well  aware  that  they  had  no 
title  to  the  property,  executed  a  deed  to  Kirby  of  all  their  interest  in 
the  land  for  a  consideration  of  $12,000,  subject  to  the  dower  right  of 
Mrs.  Miller,  the  debts  of  John  L.  Miller,  and  so  much  of  the  notes  of 
$5,000  as  were  unpaid,  after  applying  his  personal  estate.  Kirb\-  al- 
leges in  his  answer  that  he  examined  the  premises  twice  and  approached 
the  house,  but  never  seems  to  have  entered  it,  and  apparently  took  up 
with  the  first  proposition  made  to  him  to  buy  it,  without  any  of  the  bar- 
gaining that  usually  precedes  the  consummation  of  a  sale  of  property  of 
that  value.  While  he  avers  in  his  answer,  and  Miller  admits,  the  pay- 
ment of  S3, 000  in  cash,  defendants  introduced  no  testimony  whatever 
in  Bopport  of  their  case,  but  relied  solely  upon  their  answers.  As  they 
had  it  in  their  power  to  explain  the  suspicious  circumstances  connected 
with  the  transaction,  we  regard  their  failure  to  do  so  as  a  proper  subject 
of  comment     "All  evidence,"  said  Lord  Mansfield  in  Blotch  v.  Archer, 

per,  03,  65,)  tl  is  to  be  weighed  according  to  the  proof  which  it  was 
in  the  power  of  one  side  to  have  produced  and  in  the  power  of  the  other 
side  to  have  contradicted."  It  would  certainly  have  been  much  more 
satisfactory  if  the  defendants,  who  must  have  been  acquainted  with  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  this  somewhat  singular  transac- 
tion, had  gone  upon  the  stand  and  given  their  version  of  the  facts. 
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McDonough  v.  O'Xiel,  113  Mass.  92;  Commonwealth  v.  Webster, 
5  Cash.  395,  316.  It  is  said  by  Mr.  Starkie,  in  his  work  on  Evidence, 
vol.  1,  p.  54:  "The  conduct  of  the  part}-  in  omitting  to  produce  that 
evidence  in  elucidation  of  the  subject-matter  in  dispute,  which  is  within 
his  power,  and  which  rests  peculiarly  within  his  own  knowledge,  fre- 
quently affords  occasion  for  presumptions  against  him,  since  it  raises 
strong  suspicion  that  such  evidence,  if  adduced,  would  operate  to  his 
prejudice." 

But  the  decisive  answer  to  the  case  of  bona  fide  purchase  made  by  the 
defendant  Kirby  is,  that  Mrs.  Tallmadge  had,  ever  since  the  original 
purchase  of  the  land  by  Miller  in  1882,  been  in  the  open,  notorious,  and 
continued  possession  of  the  property,  occupying  it  as  a  home.  The  law 
is  perfectly  well  settled,  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  except 
perhaps  in  some  of  the  New  England  States,  that  such  possession, 
under  apparent  claim  of  ownership,  is  notice  to  purchasers  of  whatever 
interest  the  person  actually  in  possession  has  in  the  fee,  whether  such 
interest  be  legal  or  equitable  in  its  nature,  and  of  all  facts  which  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  might  have  learned  by  due  inquiry.  2  Poineroy's  Eq. 
Juris.  §  614  ;  Wade  on  Notice,  §  273.  The  same  principle  was  adopted 
by  this  court  in  Landes  v.  Brandt,  10  How.  348,  375,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  '-open  and  notorious  occupation  and  adverse  holding  by  the 
first  purchaser,  when  the  second  deed  is  taken,  is  in  itself  sufficient  to 
warrant  a  jury  or  court  in  finding  that  the  purchaser  had  evidence  be- 
fore him  of  a  character  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  what  title  the  pos- 
session was  held  under ;  and  that  he,  the  subsequent  purchaser,  was 
bound  by  that  title  aside  from  all  other  evidence  of  such  possession  and 
holding."  The  principle  has  been  steadily  adhered  to  in  subsequent 
decisions.  Lea  v.  Polk  Count//  Cupper  Co.,  21  How.  493,  498  ;  Hughes 
v.  United  States,  \  Wall  232,  2:56  ;  Noyes  v.  Hall,  97  U.  S.  3  1  ;  McLean 
v.  Clapp,  Ml  U.  S.  429,  -136;  Simmons  Creek  Coal  Co.  v.  Doran,  112 
0T.  S.  417. 

Defendants1  reply  to  this  proposition  is  that  the  occupancy  in  this 
case,  being  that  of  a  husband  and  wife,  is  by  law  referable  to  the  hus- 
band alone  as  the  head  of  the  family  ;  that  the  purchaser  w:is  not  bound 
by  any  notice,  except  such  as  arose  from  the  possession  of  the  husband, 
and  that,  as  he  had  no  title  to  the  property,  Kirby  was  not  bound  to  as- 
certain whether  other  members  of  the  family  had  title  or  not.  There 
are  undoubtedly  cases  holding  that  occupation  by  some  other  person 
than  the  one.  holding  the  unrecorded  (\m\.  is  no  notice  of  title  in  such 
third  person,  and  that  the  apparent  possession  of  premises  by  the  head 
of  a  family  i->  no  notice  of  a  title  in  a  mere  boarder,  lodger,  or  subor- 
dinate member  of  such  family,  or  of  a  secret  agreement  between  the 
head  of  a  family  an<l  another  person.  Aa  was  said  by  this  court  in 
tmsend  v.  Little,  109  I'.  8.  504,  •  v.  1  :  "Where  possession  is  relied 
upon  as  giving  constructive  notice  it  must  be  open  and  unambiguous, 
and  not  liable  to  he  misunderstood  or  misconstrued.  It  must  !»<•  suffi- 
ciently distinct  and  unequivocal,  bo  as  to  put  the  purchaser  on  his  guard." 
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In  this  case  one  James  Townsend  bought  find  took  possession  of  a  public 
bouse  in  Sail  Lake  City,  and  lived  in  it  with  his  lawful  wife  and  a  plural 
or  polygamous  wife,  the  latter,  who  was  the  appellant,  taking  an  active 
part  in  conducting  the  business  of  the  hotel.  He  subsequently  ceased 
to  maintain  relations  with  the  appellant  as  his  polygamous  wife,  but, 
being  desirous  o{'  having  the  benefit  of  her  services,  both  concealed  this 
fact  lie  made  a  secret  agreement  with  her  that  if  she  would  thus  re- 
main, she  should  have  a  half  interest  in  the  property.  lie  afterwards 
acquired  his  legal  title  to  the  property  without  a  disclosure  of  the  secret 
agreement  His  interest  therein  having  subsequently  passed  into  the 
hands  of  innocent  third  parties  for  value  without  notice  of  appellant's 
claim  under  the  secret  agreement,  it  was  held  that  the  joint  occupation 
of  the  premises  by  herself  and  Townsend,  under  the  circumstances,  was 
not  a  constructive  notice  of  her  claim,  and  that  she  had  no  rights  in  the 
premises  as  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice.  There  were 
evidently  two  substantial  reasons  why  appellant's  possession  was  not 
notice  of  her  rights.  First,  James  Townsend  took  the  legal  title  to 
himself  in  1873  and  held  it  until  1878,  when  the  purchase  was  made  ; 
and,  second,  his  agreement  with  the  appellant  was  not  one  with  his 
lawful  but  his  polygamous  wife,  and  was  also  a  secret  one.  The  case 
is  obviously  not  one  of  a  joint  occupation  by  a  husband  and  his  lawful 
wife,  neither  of  them  having  any  title  thereto. 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Kennedy,  24  Iowa,  397,  it  was  held  that, 
where  real  estate  is  ostensibly  as  much  in  the  possession  of  the  husband 
as  the  wife,  there  is  no  such  actual  possession  by  the  wife  as  will  im- 
part notice  of  an  equitable  interest  possessed  by  her  in  the  land,  to  a 
purchaser  at  execution  sale  under  a  judgment  against  her  husband,  in 
whom  the  legal  title  apparently  was  at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment.  This  case  is  also  a  mere  application  of  the  rule  that,  if  there 
be  any  title  to  the  land  in  one  who  is  in  possession  of  it,  the  possession 
will  be  referred  to  that  title,  or,  as  said  in  2  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Juris.  §  616  : 
•■  Where  a  title  under  which  the  occupant  holds  has  been  put  on  record, 
and  his  possession  is  consistent  with  what  thus  appears  of  record,  it 
shall  not  be  a  constructive  notice  of  any  additional  or  different  title  or 
interest  to  a  purchaser  who  has  relied  upon  the  record,  but  has  had  no 
actual  notice  beyond  what  is  thereby  disclosed."  That  the  court  did 
not  intend  to  hold  that  a  joint  occupation  by  a  husband  and  wife  is  in 
no  case  notice  of  more  than  the  occupation  of  the  husband,  is  evident 
from  the  subsequent  case  of  the  Iowa  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  King, 
58  Iowa,  598,  in  which  the  court  said  :  "  It  cannot,  we  think,  be  doubted 
that  possession  of  real  property  by  a  husband  and  wife  together,  will 
impart  notice  of  the  wife's  equities  as  against  all  persons  other  than 
those  claiming  under  the  husband,  their  possession  being  regarded  as 
joint  by  reason  of  the  family  relation."  In  this  case  the  occupation 
\\  as  by  a  husband  and  wife,  and  it  was  held  that  such  possession  was 
notice  of  a  title  in  the  wife  to  a  life  estate  in  the  property  as  against  the 
holder  of  a  mortgage  given  by  a  son,  who  was  a  member  of  the  family 
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as  a  boarder,  lodging  a  part  of  the  time  in  his  mother's  house,  and  a 
part  of  the  time  elsewhere  —  the  legal  title  being  in  the  sou. 

In  the  case  of  Lindley  v.  Martindale,  78  Iowa,  379,  the  title  to  the 
lands  was  in  a  son  of  the  plaintiff,  who  resided  on  a  portion  of  them, 
while  plaintiff  and  her  husband  resided  on  another  portion.  The  lands 
had  for  a  long  time  been  cared  for  either  by  the  husband  or  the  son,  and 
it  was  held  that  one  who,  upon  being  told  that  the  title  was  in  the  son, 
took  a  mortgage  from  him  to  secure  a  loan,  which  was  used  for  the 
most  part  to  pay  off  prior  incumbrances  placed  on  the  land  by  the  son, 
was  not  charged  with  the  alleged  equities  of  plaintiff  by  reason  of  her 
claimed  possession  of  the  land,  the  court  holding  that  her  possession 
was  not  such  as  the  law  requires  to  impart  notice.  The  case  is  not 
entirely  reconcilable  with  the  last. 

In  Harris  v.  Mclntyre,  118  Illinois,  275,  a  widow  furnished  her  bach- 
elor brother  money  with  which  to  buy  a  farm  for  their  joint  use,  the  title 
to  be  taken  to  each  in  proportion  to  the  sums  advanced  by  them,  respec- 
tively. He,  however,  took  a  conveyance  of  the  entire  estate  to  himself, 
and  they  both  moved  upon  the  place,  he  managing  the  land,  and  she 
attending  to  the  household  duties.  The  deed  was  recorded,  and  he 
borrowed  money,  mortgaged  the  land  to  secure  the  loan,  and  appeared 
to  the  world  as  the  owner  for  a  period  of  over  ten  years,  during  which 
time  the  sister  took  no  steps  to  have  her  equitable  rights  enforced  or 
asserted.  It  was  held  that  her  possession,  under  such  circumstances, 
was  not  such  as  would  charge  a  subsequent  purchaser  from  her  brother 
with  notice  of  her  equitable  rights.  Here,  too,  the  record  title  was 
Btrictly  consistent  with  the  possession. 

In  Rankin  v.  Coar,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  566,  572,  a  widow,  who  occupied  part 
of  a  house  in  which  she  was  entitled  to  dower,  while  her  son,  the  sole  heir 
at  law,  occupied  the  rest  of  the  house,  released  her  dower  therein  to  her 
son  by  deed  duly  recorded.  It  was  held  that  her  continued  occupation 
thereafter  would  not  give  notice  to  one  who  took  a  mortgage  from  the 
son,  of  a  title  in  her  to  a  part  of  the  house  occupied  by  her,  acquired 
by  an  unrecorded  deed  to  her  from  her  son  contemporaneous  with  her 
release  of  dower.  "  Possession,"  said  the  court,  "to  give  notice  or  to 
make  inquiry  a  duty,  must  be  open,  notorious,  and  unequivocal.  There 
must  be  such  an  occupation  of  the  premises  as  a  man  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence, treating  for  the  acquisition  of  some  Interest  therein,  would  ob- 
serve, and,  observing  would  perceive  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  right 
of  him  with  whom  he  was  treating,  and  so  be  led  to  inquiry." 

So  in  Atwood  v.  Beam,  17  Mich.  72,  the  title  to  property  upon  the 
record  appeared  to  be  In  the  wife.     Her  husband's  previous  occupation 

had  bee ider  her  ownership,  and  In  righl  of  the  marital  relation,  and 

nothing  bad  transpired  to  suggest  thai  she  bad  made  the  property  over 

to  him.      She  had,  however,  given  him  a  deed)  which  was  not  put  upon 

record.  It  was  held  thai  his  oontinuance  in  possession  was  no  notice 
of  this  deed,  since  it  was  obviously  consistent  with  the  previous  title  in 

herself. 
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Indeed,  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  of  the  proposition  that,  where 
the  land  is  occupied  by  two  persons,  as  for  instance,  by  husband  and 
wife,  and  there  is  a  recorded  title  in  one  of  them,  such  joint  occupation 
is  not  notice  of  an  unrecorded  title  in  the  other.  In  such  case,  the  pur- 
chaser  finding  title  in  one,  would  l>e  thrown  otr  his  guard  with  respect 
to  the  title  o(  the  other.  The  rule  is  universal  that  if  the  possession  he 
consistent  with  the  record  title,  it  is  no  notice  of  an  unrecorded  title. 
But,  where  the  laud  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  a  home,  and  is  jointly 
occupied  by  husband  and  wife,  neither  of  whom  has  title  by  record,  we 
think  that  in  view  of  the  frequency  with  which  homestead  property  is 
taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  the  proposed  purchaser  is  bound  to  make 
some  inquiry  as  to  their  title. 

The  ease  of  Fhelan  v.  Brady,  119  N.  Y.  587,  is  an  instance  of  this. 
In  this  case  a  suit  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  upon  certain 
premises,  given  by  one  Murphy,  who  held  an  apparently  perfect  record 
title  to  the  property.  It  appeared,  however,  that  before  the  execution 
of  the  mortgage,  Murphy  had  conveyed  the  premises  to  one  Margaret 
Brady,  who  was  in  possession,  and  with  her  husband  occupied  two 
rooms  in  the  building  on  the  premises.  She  also  kept  a  liquor  store  in 
a  part  thereof.  The  other  rooms  she  leased  to  various  tenants,  claim- 
ing  to  be  the  owner  and  collecting  the  rents.  Her  deed  was  not  re- 
corded until  after  the  giving  of  the  mortgage.  It  was  held  that  her 
actual  possession  under  her  deed,  although  unrecorded  and  its  existence 
unknown  to  plaintiff,  was  sufficient  notice  to  him  of  her  rights  to  defeat 
any  claim  under  the  mortgage.  This  case  goes  much  farther  than  is 
necessary  to  justify  the  court  in  holding  that  Mrs.  Tallmadge's  posses- 
sion was  notice  in  the  case  under  consideration,  as  the  actual  occupa- 
tion of  the  wife  was  only  of  two  rooms  in  a  tenement  house  containing 
forty-three  apartments. 

If  there  be  any  force  at  all  in  the  general  rule  that  the  possession  of 
another  than  the  grantor,  puts  the  purchaser  upon  inquiry  as  to  the 
nature  of  such  possession,  it  applies  with  peculiar  cogency  to  a  case 
like  the  present,  where  the  slightest  inquiry,  either  of  the  husband  or 
wife,  would  have  revealed  the  actual  facts.  Instead  of  making  such 
inquiry.  Kirby  turns  his  back  upon  every  source  of  information,  does 
not  even  enter  the  house,  makes  no  examination  as  to  whether  the 
property  was  in  litigation,  and  buys  it  of  collateral  heirs  of  Miller,  sub- 
ject to  his  widow's  dower  if  he  had  had  the  title,  to  an  unpaid  mortgage, 
and  to  the  chances  of  the  property  being  required  for  the  payment  of 
Miller's  debts.  It  is  clear  that  a  purchase  made  under  such  circum- 
stances docs  not  clothe  the  vendee  with  the  rights  of  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser without  notice. 

We  see  no  reason  for  impeaching  the  original  purchase  of  the  land  by 

Mis.  Tallmadge.     Her  account  of  the  transaction  is  supported  by  the 

timony  of   all   the  witnesses,  as  well   as  by  the  receipts  and  other 

documentary  evidence.     Her  failure  to  cause  the  deed  to  be  recorded 

is  not  an  unusual  piece  of  carelessness,  nor  is  it  an  infrequent  cause  of 
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litigation.  Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  raises  no  presump- 
tion of  fraud.  "What  motive  she  may  have  had  for  taking  the  title  to 
the  property  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Miller  is  entirely  immaterial  to  the 
present  controversy,  although  it  appears  from  her  testimony  that  she 
was  possessed  of  money  in  her  own  right,  and  took  this  method  of 
investing  it. 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  is,  therefore, 

Affirmed} 


WILLIAMSON  t7.   BROWN. 

Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York.     1857. 

[Reported  15  X.  Y.  35L] 

The  defendant,  Brown,  was  the  owner  of  fifty  acres  of  land  in  Han- 
nibal, Oswego  County,  which,  on  the  4th  of  April,  1851,  he  sold  and 
conveyed  to  one  Jackson  Earl,  taking  back  from  Earl  a  mortgage  for 
$800  of  the  purchase  money,  but  omitting  at  that  time  to  put  his  mort- 
gage upon  record. 

On  the  29th  of  October,  1851,  Earl  conveyed  the  land  to  the  plaintiff 
by  deed,  which  was  duly  recorded  on  the  same  day;  and  on  the  28th 
of  January,  1852,  the  mortgage  from  Earl  to  the  defendant  was  put 
upon  record.  In  May  following  the  defendant  commenced  proceedings 
for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  by  advertisement  This  suit  was 
commenced  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  proceeding  with  this  lore- 
closure,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  protected  by  the  Recording 
A'-t  against  the  defendant's  prior  hut  unrecorded  mortgage. 

Tlir  cause  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  reported  that  lie  found  as 
matter  of  fact  kt  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  at  the  time  he  purchased  the 
premises  have  actual  notice  of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage  men- 
tioned in  the  pleadings,  given  by  Jackson  Karl  to  the  defendant,"  but 
also  found  that  he  had  "  sufficient  information,  or  belief  of  the  exist- 
ence of  said  mortgage  to  put  him  upon  inquiry,  before  lie  purchased 
and  received  his  conveyance  of  the  premises  In  question;  and  that  he 
pursued  such  inquiry  to  the  extent  of  his  information  and  belief,  as  to 
the  existence  of  'he  said  mortgage,  and  did  not  find  that  such  mort- 
gage existed,  or  had  been  given." 

Upon  these  facts  the  referee  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  chargeable 
inth    notice    of  the    mortgage,   and   dismissed    the   complaint,    and    the 

plaintiff  excepted  to  the  decision.  Judgment  was  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant upon  the  ici'erc«\  report,  which  upon  appeal  to  the  General 
'1  (iiu  of  the  fifth  District,  was  affirmed. 

I >   II.  Mir.  I,,  for  the  appellant. 

J.  It.  Ztaiorence,  for  the  respondent. 

I  See  Oh  ■■-  Gtarife,  62Vt  186  (1890);  cf.  Ma$on  v.  Mullahy,  146  BL  888  (1808)  j 
Varwigv.  R.  /.'  Co.,  M  Oh,  166  (1898) 
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Sklden,  .1.  Tin1  referee's  report  is  conclusive  as  to  the  facts.  It 
.  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiff  had  sufficient  information  to  put 
liim  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  defendant's  mortgage  ,  but  that  after  making 
all  tlu'  inquiry,  which  upon  such  information  it.  became  his  duty  to 
make,  he  railed  to  discover  that  any  such  mortgage  existed.  This 
being,  as  1  think,  what  the  referee  intended  to  state,  is  to  he  assumed 
as  the  true  interpretation  of  his  report. 

Tin'  question  in  the  case,  therefore  is,  as  to  the  nature  and  effect  of 
that  kind  of  notice  so  frequently  mentioned  as  notice  sufficient  to  put 
a  party  upon  inquiry.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contends  that 
while  such  a  notice  may  be  all  that  is  required  in  some  cases  of  equita- 
ble cognizance,  it  is  not  sufficient  in  cases  arising  under  the  Registry 
Act-,  to  charge  the  party  claiming  under  a  recorded  title  with  knowl- 
edge of  a  prior  unregistered  conveyance.  He  cites  several  authorities 
in  support  of  this  position. 

In  the  case  of  Dey  v.  Dunham^  2  John.  Ch.  11.  182,  Chancellor 
Kent  >ays.  in  regard  to  notice  under  the  Registry  Act:  "  If  notice  that 
is  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry  be  sufficient  to  break  in  upon  the  polity 
and  the  express  provisions  of  the  Act,  then  indeed,  the  conclusion 
would  be  different ;  but  I  do  not  apprehend  that  the  decisions  go  that 
length."  Again,  in  his  Commentaries,  speaking  on  the  same  subject, 
he  says:  "Implied  notice  may  be  equally  effectual  with  direct  and 
positive  notice  ;  but  then  it  must  not  be  that  notice  which  is  barely 
sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry." 

So  iu  Jackson  v.  Van  Valkenburg,  8  Cow.  260,  Wood  worth,  J., 
says:  "  If  these  rules  be  applied  to  the  present  case,  the  notice  was 
defective.  It  may  have  answered  to  put  a  person  on  inquiry,  in  a  case 
where  that  species  of  notice  is  sufficient ;  but  we  have  seen  that  to  sup- 
ply the  place  of  registr3',  the  law  proceeds  a  step  further." 

A  reference  to  some  of  the  earlier  decisions  under  the  Registry  Acts 
of  England  will  tend,  I  think,  to  explain  these  remarks,  which  were 
probably  suggested  by  those  decisions.  One  of  the  earliest,  if  not  the 
Brsl  of  the  English  Recording  Acts  was  that  of  7  Anne,  ch.  20.  That 
A<t  differed  from  our  General  Registry  Act  in  one  important  respect. 
It  did  not,  in  terms  require,  that  the  party  to  be  protected  by  the  Act 
should  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  Its  language  was  :  "And  that  every 
sinh  deed  or  conveyance,  that  shall  at  any  time  after,  &c,  be  made 
and  executed,  shall  be  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void,  against  any 
subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  for  valuable  consideration, 
unless,"  &c. 

The  English  judges  found  some  difficulty  at  first  in  allowing  any 
equity,  however  strong,  to  control  the  explicit  terms  of  the  Statute. 
It  was  Boon  seen,  however,  that  adhering  to  the  strict  letter  of  the  Act 
would  open  the  door  to  the  grossest  frauds.  Courts  of  equity,  there- 
fore, began,  but  with  great  caution,  to  give  relief  when  the  fraud  was 
palpable.  Him  \.  1><>'1<1,  2  Atk.  275,  was  a  case  in  which  the  com- 
plainant sought  relief  against  a  mortgage  having  a  preference  under 
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the  Registry  Act,  on  the  ground  that  the  mortgagee  had  notice.  Lord 
Hardwicke  dismissed  the  bill,  but  admitted  that  "  apparent  fraud,  or 
clear  and  undoubted  notice  would  be  a  proper  ground  of  relief." 
Again  he  said:  ••There  may  possibly  have  been  cases  of  relief 
upon  notice,  divested  of  fraud,  but  then  the  proof  must  be  extremely 
etc  rr." 

JoUand  v.  Stainbridge,  3  Ves.  478,  is  another  case  in  which  relief 
was  denied.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  however,  there  says  :  "  I  must 
admit  now  that  the  registry  is  not  conclusive  evidence,  but  it  is  equall}' 
clear  that  it  must  be  satisfactorily  proved,  that  the  person  who  regis- 
ters the  subsequent  deed  must  have  known  exactly  the  situation  of  the 
persons  having  the  prior  deed,  and  knowing  that,  registered  in  order  to 
defraud  them  of  that  title." 

Chancellor  Kent  refers  to  these  cases  in  Dey  v.  Dunham  (supra), 
and  his  remarks  in  that  case,  as  to  the  effect,  under  the  Registry  Acts, 
of  notice  sufficient  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry,  were  evidently  made 
under  the  influence  of  the  language  of  Lord  Hardwicke  and  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  above  quoted. 

But  the  English  courts  have  since  seen,  that  if  they  recognized  any 
equity  founded  upon  notice  to  the  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  prior 
unregistered  conveyance,  it  became  necessarily  a  mere  question  of  good 
faith  on  the  part  of  such  purchaser.  They  now  apply,  therefore,  the 
same  rules  in  regard  to  notice,  to  cases  arising  under  the  Registry  Acts, 
as  to  all  other  cases. 

It  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  one  only  among  the  modern  English 
cases  on  this  subject,  viz.,  Whitbread  v.  Boulnois,  1  You.  &  Coll.  Ex. 
R.  303.  The  plaintiff  was  a  London  brewer,  and  supplied  Jordan,  who 
was  a  publican,  witli  beer.  It  was  the  common  practice  with  brewers 
in  London  to  lend  money  to  publicans  whom  they  supplied  with  beer, 
upon  a  deposit  of  their  title  deeds.  Jordan  had  deposited  certain 
deeds  with  the  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  this  custom.  He  afterwards  gave 
to  one  Boulnois,  a  wine  merchant,  a  mortgage  upon  the  property  cov- 
ered by  the  deeds  deposited,  which  was  dulj  recorded.     Boulnois  had 

DOtice  of  Jordan's  debt  to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  existing  custom  be- 
tween brewers  and  publicans,  but  he  made  no  inquiry  of  the  brewers. 
The  suit  was  brought  to  enforce  the  equitable   mortgage  arising  from 

tin-  deposit.     Baron  Alderson  held  that  the  notice  to  Boulnois  was  suf- 

Bcienl  to  make  it  his  duty  to  inquire  as  to  the  existence  of  the  deposit  ; 

that   his   not  doing  BO  was  evidence  of  bad    faith  ,   and    the   plaintiff's 

under  his   equitable   mortgage,   was  sustained.      N"    case   could 

show  more  strongly  that  notice  which  puts  the  partj  upon  inquiry  is 

Sufficient    CVell    l|llder    the    Ke-i-tlY    Act. 

Tin-  cases  in  our  own  courts,  since  Day  v.  Dunham  and  Jackson  v. 
Paw    Valkenburgh   {supra)^   hold    substantially    the    same    doctrine, 
Tutih  v.  Jackson,  6  Wend.  218;  Jackson  v.  Post,   15  Wend. 
a  rim.  /•■/"  v.  (  '//•/'  /•.  :;  Paigi  •  121. 

1  can  sec  no  foundation  in  reason  for  a  distinction  between  the  cvi- 
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denoe  requisite  to  establish  a  want  of  good  faith,  in  a  ease  arising 
under  the  Recording  Act,  and  in  any- othei  case;  and  t lie  authorities 
here  referred  to  are  sufficient  to  Bhow  thai  no  such  distinction  is  recog- 
:ii  the  present  day,  bj  the  courts.  The  question,  however,  re- 
mains, whether  this  Bpeeies  of  notice  is  absolutely  conclusive  14)011  the 
rights  o['  the  parties.  The  plaintiffs  counsel  contends,  that  knowledge 
sufficient  to  put  the  purchaser  upon  inquiry  is  only  presumptive  evi- 
dence Of  actual  notice,  and  may  be  repelled  by  showing  that  the  party 
did  inquire  with  reasonable  diligence,  but  failed  to  ascertain  the  exist- 
ence of  the  unregistered  conveyance ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is 
insisted  that  notice  which  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  party  to  inquire, 
amounts  to  constructive  notice  of  the  prior  conveyance,  the  law  pre- 
suming that  tine  inquiry  will  necessarily  lead  to  its  discovery. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  cites  several  authorities  in  support  of 
his  position,  and  among  others  the  cases  of  Tvttle  v.  Jackson  and 
Grinutont  v.  <'<irt<:r  {supra).  In  the  first  of  these  cases,  Walworth, 
Chancellor,  says:  "If  the  subsequent  purchaser  knows  of  the  unreg- 
istered  conveyance,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  he  cannot  protect 
himself  against  that  conveyance  ;  and  whatever  is  sutficient  to  make  it 
his  duty  to  inquire  as  to  the  rights  of  others,  is  considered  legal  notice 
to  him  of  those  rights ; "  and  in  Grimstone  v.  Carter,  the  same  judge 
says:  "  And  if  the  person  claiming  the  prior  equity  is  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  estate,  and  the  purchaser  has  notice  of  that  fact,  it  is 
sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  the  actual  rights  of  such  pos- 
sessor, and  is  good  constructive  notice  of  those  rights." 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  language  used  by  the  learned  Chancel- 
lor in  these  cases,  if  strictly  accurate,  would  go  to  sustain  the  doctrine 
contended  for  by  the  defendant's  counsel.  Notice  is  of  two  kinds  : 
actual  and  constructive.  Actual  notice  embraces  all  degrees  and 
grades  of  evidence,  from  the  most  direct  and  positive  proof  to  the 
slightest  circumstance  from  which  a  jury  would  be  warranted  in  infer- 
ring notice.  It  is  a  mere  question  of  fact,  and  is  open  to  even-  species 
_  Umate  evidence  which  may  tend  to  strengthen  or  impair  the 
conclusion.  Constructive  notice,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  legal  infer- 
ence from  established  facts  ;  and  like  other  legal  presumptions,  does 
not  admit  of  dispute.  "  Constructive  notice,"  says  Judge  Story,  "  is 
in  it>  nature  no  more  than  evidence  of  notice,  the  presumption  of 
which  is  so  violent  that  the  court  will  not  even  allow  of  its  being  con- 
rted."     story's  Eq.  Juris.  §  399. 

A  recorded  deed  is  an  instance  of  constructive  notice.  It  is  of  no 
consequence  whether  the  second  purchaser  has  actual  notice  of  the 
prior  deed  or  not.  He  is  bound  to  take,  and  is  presumed  to  have, 
[uisite  notice.  So,  too,  notice  to  an  agent  is  constructive  notice 
to  the  principal ;  and  it  would  not  in  the  least  avail  the  latter  to  show 
that  the  agent  had  neglected  to  communicate  the  fact.  In  such  cases, 
the  law  imputes  notice  to  the  party  whether  he  has  it  or  not.  Legal  or 
implied  notice,  therefore,  is  the  same  as  constructive  notice,  and  cannot 
be  controverted  by  proof. 
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But  it  will  be  found,  on  looking  into  the  cases,  that  there  is  much 
■want  of  precision  in  the  use  of  these  terms.  They  have  been  not  un- 
frequently  applied  to  degrees  of  evidence  barely  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  jury  in  inferring  actual  notice,  and  which  the  slightest  opposing 
proof  would  repel,  instead  of  being  confined  to  those  legal  presump- 
tions of  notice  which  no  proof  can  overthrow.  The  use  of  these  terms 
bv  the  Chancellor,  therefore,  in  Tuttle  v.  Jackson  and  Grimstone  v. 
Carter,  is  by  no  means  conclusive. 

The  phraseology  uniformly  used,  as  descriptive  of  the  kind  of  notice 
in  question,  "  sufficient  to  put  the  party  upon  inquiry,"  would  seem  to 
imply  that  if  the  party  is  faithful  in  making  inquiries,  but  fails  to  dis- 
cover the  conveyance,  he  will  be  protected.  The  import  of  the  terms 
is,  that  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  party  to  inquire.  If,  then,  he  per- 
forms that  duty  is  he  still  to  be  bound,  without  any  actual  notice?  The 
presumption  of  notice  which  arises  from  proof  of  that  degree  of  knowl- 
edge which  will  put  a  party  upon  inquiry  is,  I  apprehend,  not  a  presump- 
tion of  law,  but  of  fact,  and  may,  therefore,  be  controverted  by  evidence. 

In  Whilbread  v.  Bovh><>is  (swpra),  Baron  Alderson  laid  down  the 
rule  as  follows:  "When  a  party  having  knowledge  of  such  facts  as 
would  lead  any  honest  man,  using  ordinary  caution,  to  make  further 
inquiries,  does  not  make,  Imt  on  the  contrary  studiously  avoids  making, 
such  obvious  inquiries,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  notice  of  those  facts, 
which,  if  he  had  used  such  ordinary  diligence,  he  would  readily  have 
ascertained."  This  very  plainly  implies  that  proof  that  the  party  has 
used  due  diligence,  but  without  effect,  would  repel  the  presumption. 
In  this  case,  it  is  true,  the  decision  was  against  the  party  having  the 
notice.  Hut  in  Jones  v.  Smith,  1  Hare.  43,  we  have  a  case  in  which 
a  party,  who  had  knowledge  sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry,  was  nev- 
ertheless held  not  bound  by  the  notice. 

The  defendant  had  loaned  money  upon  the  security  of  the  estate  of 
David  Jones,  the  father  of  the  plaintil.'.  At  the  time  of  the  loan  he 
was  informed,  by  David  Jones  and  his  wife,  that  a  settlement  was 
made  previous  to  the  marriage,  bill  was  at  the  same  time  assured  that 
it  only  affected  the  property  of  the  wife.  He  insisted  upon  seeing  the 
settlement,  but  was  told  that  it  was  in  the  hands  of  a  relative,  and  that 
it  could  not  be  seen  without  giving  offence  to  an  aged  aunt  of  the  wife, 
from  whom  they  had  expectations.  David  Jones,  however,  after  some 
further  conversation,  promised  that  he  would  try  to  procure  it  for  exhi- 
bition to  the  defendant.  This  promise  he  failed  to  perform.  It  turned 
out  that  the  settlement  included   the   lands   upon  which    the   money  Was 

loaned.  Here  was  certainly  knowledge  enough  t«>  put  the  party  upon 
inquiry;  for  he  was  apprised  of  the  existence  of  the  very  document 
which  was  the  foundation  of  the  complainant's  claim.  He  did  inquire, 
however,  and  made  everj  reasonable  effort  to  see  the  settlement  itself, 
I. nt  was  baffled  by  the  plausible  pretences  of  David  Jones.  The  Vice- 
Chancellor  held  the  notice  i osufficient .  lie  said  \  "  The  affairs  of  man- 
kind cannot  he  carried  on  with  ordinary  security,  if  a  doctrine  like  that 
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of  constructive  notice  is  to  be  refined  upon  until  it  is  extended  to  cases 
like  tlu'  present." 

session  bv  a  third  person,  under  some  previous  title,  has  fre- 
quently but  inaccurately  been  said  to  amount  to  constructive  notice  to 
a  purchaser,  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  such  prior  right.  Such  a 
puts  the  purchaser  upon  inquiry,  and  makes  it  his  duty  to 
pursue  his  inquiries  with  diligence,  but  is  not  absolutely  conclusive 
upon  him.  In  Banbury  v.  Litchfield,  2  Myl.  &  Keeue,  621),  whin  the 
question  arose,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  said:  "It  is  true  that  when  a 
tenant  is  in  possession  of  the  premises,  a  purchaser  has  implied  notice 
of  the  nature  o['  his  title;  hut  if,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  the  ten- 
ant in  possession  is  not  the  original  lessee,  but  merely  holds  under  a 
derivative  lease,  ami  has  no  knowledge  of  the  covenants  contained  in 
the  original  lease,  it  has  never  been  considered  that  it  was  want  of  due 
diligence  in  the  purchaser,  which  is  to  fix  him  with  implied  notice,  if  he 
does  not  puisne  his  inquiries  through  every  derivative  lessee  until  he 
arrives  at  the  person  entitled  to  the  original  lease,  which  can  alone 
convey  to  him  information  of  the  covenants." 

This  doctrine  is  confirmed  by  the  language  of  Judge  Story,  in  Flagg 
v.  Mann  et  '//.,  2  Sumner,  554.  He  says:  "I  admit  that  the  rule  in 
equity  seems  to  be,  that  where  a  tenant  or  other  person  is  in  possession 
of  the  estate  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  the  purchaser  is  put  upon 
inquiry  as  to  the  title  ;  and  if  he  does  not  inquire,  he  is  bound  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  he  had  inquired,  and  had  positive  notice  of  the  title 
of  the  party  in  possession." 

It  is  still  further  confirmed  by  the  case  of  Rogers  v.  Jones,  8  N. 
Ilainp.  264.  The  language  of  Parker,  J.,  in  that  case,  is  very  emphatic. 
He  says  :  "  To  say  that  he  (the  purchaser)  was  put  upon  inquiry,  and 
that  having  made  all  due  investigation,  without  obtaining  any  knowledge 
of  title,  he  was  still  chargeable  with  notice  of  a  deed,  if  one  did  really 
exist,  would  be  absurd." 

If  these  authorities  are  to  be  relied  upon,  and  I  see  no  reason  to 
doubt  their  correctness,  the  true  doctrine  on  this  subject  is,  that  where 
a  purchaser  has  knowledge  of  any  fact,  sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry 
as  to  the  existence  of  some  right  or  title  in  conflict  with  that  he  is 
about  to  purchase,  he  is  presumed  either  to  have  made  the  inquiry,  and 
wind  the  extent  of  such  prior  right,  or  to  have  been  guilty  of  a 
of  negligence  equally  fatal  to  his  claim  to  be  considered  as  a 
bona  fide  purchaser.  This  presumption,  however,  is  a  mere  inference 
of  fact,  and  may  be  repelled  by  proof  that  the  purchaser  failed  to  dis- 
cover the  prior  right,  notwithstanding  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence 
on  his  part. 

judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  there  should  be  a  new  trial, 
with  costs,  to  abide  the  event. 

Paige,  J.  The  question  to  be  decided  is,  whether  under  the  finding 
of  the  referee,  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  had  at  the  time  of 
his  purchase,  legal  notice  of  the  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  of  the  de- 
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fendant  The  referee  finds  that  the  plaintiff  had  sufficient  information 
or  belief  of  the  existence  of  such  mortgage  to  put  bim  upon  inquiry; 
but  that  upon  pursuing  such  inquiry  to  the  extent  of  such  information 
and  belief,  he  did  not  find  that  such  mortgage  existed  or  had  been 
given.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  two  findings  are  inconsistent  with  each 
other.  If  the  plaintiff  on  pursuing  an  inquiry  to  the  full  extent  of  his 
information  and  belief  as  to  the  existence  of  the  defendant's  mortgage, 
was  unable  to  find  that  it  either  then  existed  or  had  been  given,  the 
highest  evidence  is  furnished  that  the  information  received  or  belief 
entertained  by  the  plaintiff  was  not  sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as 
to  the  existence  of  such  mortgage.  The  last  part  of  this  finding  effec- 
tually disproves  the  fact  previously  found  of  the  sufficiency  of  notice 
to  put  the  plaintiff  on  inquiry.  The  two  facts  are  utterly  inconsistent 
with  each  other,  and  cannot  possibly  coexist. 

The  remarks  of  Parker,  Justice,  in  Rogers  v.  Jones,  8  N.  Ham  p. 
2G4,  269,  are  directly  apposite  to  the  facts  found  by  the  referee.  Judge 
Parker  says:  "To  say  that  he  (demandant),  was  put  upon  inquiry, 
and  that  having  made  all  due  investigation  without  obtaining  any 
knowledge  of  title,  he  was  still  chargeable  with  notice  of  a  deed,  if  one 
did  really  exist,  would  be  absurd."  The  sound  sense  of  these  observa- 
tions is  clearly  shown  by  the  principle  of  the  rule  that  information 
suflieient  to  put  a  party  upon  inquiry  is  equivalent  to  evidence  of  actual 
notice,  or  to  direct  and  positive  notice.  That  principle  is,  that  such 
information  will,  if  followed  by  an  inquiry  prosecuted  with  due  dili- 
gence, lead  to  a  knowledge  of  the  fact  with  notice  of  which  the  party 
is  sought  to  be  charged.  Hence,  in  all  cases  where  the  question  of 
implied  notice  of  a  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  or  conveyance  arises  as 
a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined,  the  court  must  decide  whether  the 
information  possessed  by  the  party  would,  if  it  had  been  followed  up 
by  proper  examination,  have  led  to  a  discovery  of  such  mortgage  or 
conveyance,  [f  the  determination  is  that  such  an  examination  would 
have  resulted  in  a  discovery  of  tin-  mortgage  or  conveyance,  the  con- 
clusion of  law  necessarily  results  that  the  information  possessed  by  the 
party  amounted  to  implied  notice  of  Buch  instrument.  But  if  the  de- 
termination is  the  converse  of  the  one  stated,  the  information  of  the 
party  cannot  be  held  to  be  an  implied  notice  of  the  deed  or  mortgage 
These  propositions  will  be  found  to  be  fully  sustained  by  authority. 
Kennedy  v.  Green,  3  Myl.  &  Keene,  699  ,  2  Sugden  on  Vendors,  &c, 
552,  Am.  ed.  of  1851,  marg.  page  1052;  1  Kent's  Com.  172,  Howard 
I  .  Co.  v.  Hahey,  I  Sandf.  s.  ('.  R.  .")77,  578  ;  same  case,  l  Seld. 
:.'7l. -J7."> ,  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §§  898  100,  WO  ay  Jackeonv.  Burgott, 
lo. loin. .  161  i  Dunham  v.  />>.>/.  15  John.  568,  569,  in  erroi  ;  Jackson 
v.  Given,  8  John.  1-7,  Jollandv.  StainbridgetS  Ves.  17m,  Pendleton 
v.  /•'</'/,  2  Paige,  205.  Where  the  information  i^  Bufflcienl  to  Lead  a 
party  to  a  knowledge  or  a  prior  unrecorded  conveyance,  a  neglect  to 
make  the  necessary  inquiry  to  acquire  such  knowledge,  will  not  excuse 
him,  but  he  will  be  chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of  its  existence;  the 

\  "I.,   vi.  —  L'li 
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rule  being  that  a  party  in  possession  of  certain  information  will  be 
chargeable  with  a  knowledge  of  all  facts  which  an  inquiry,  suggested 
i>\  Buch  information,  prosecuted  with  due  diligence,  would  have  dis- 
closed to  him.  I  Sandf.  S.  C.  R.  578;  S  Myl.  &  Keene,  699.  In  this 
case  the  fact  being  found  l>\  the  referee,  that  the  plaintiff  after  pursu- 
ing an  inquiry  to  the  extent  of  his  information,  failed  to  discover  the 
existence  of  the  defendant's  mortgage,  it  seems  to  me  that  neither  law 
nor  justice  will  justify  us  in  holding  the  plaintiff 'chargeable  with  implied 
notice  of  such  mortgage.  The  doctrine  of  notice  and  its  operation  in 
favor  oi'  a  prior  unrecorded  (\w(\  or  mortgage  rests  upon  a  question  of 
fraud,  and  on  the  evidence  necessarj  to  infer  it.  1  Kent's  Coin.  172. 
Actual  notice  affects  the  conscience,  and  convicts  the  junior  purchaser 
of  a  fraudulent  intent  to  defeat  the  prior  conveyance.  His  knowledge 
of  facts  and  circumstances  at  the  time  of  the  second  purchase  sulficient 
to  enable  him  on  due  inquiry  to  discover  the  existence  of  the  prior  con- 
veyance,  is  evidence  from  which  a  fraudulent  intent  maybe  inferred. 
15  John.  569  ;  -  John.  Ch.  R.  190  ;  Jackson  v.  Buryott,  10  John.  4G2. 
Now  it'll  is  ascertained  and  found  as  a  fact,  that  the  facts  and  circum- 
Btances  within  the  knowledge  of  the  second  purchaser,  at  the  time  of 
his  purchase,  were  insufficient  to  lead  him,  on  a  diligent  examination, 
to  a  discovery  of  the  prior  conveyance,  how  upon  this  finding  can  a 
fraudulent  intent  be  inferred,  and  if  not,  how  can  he  be  charged  with 
notice,  which  implies  a  fraudulent  intent?  It  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
things,  that  a  knowledge  of  the  same  facts  and  circumstances,  shall  at 
one  and  the  same  time,  be  held  evidence  of  both  innocence  and  guilt. 
I  think  the  rule  well  established  that  an  inference  of  a  fraudulent  intent 
on  the  part  of  a  junior  purchaser  or  mortgagee,  must  in  the  absence  of 
actual  notice,  be  founded  on  clear  and  strong  circumstances,  and  that 
such  inference  must  be  necessary  and  unquestionable.  McMechan  v. 
Griffing,  3  Pick.  149,  154,  155;  Iline  v.  Dodd,  2  Atk.  275;  Jackson 
v.  Given,  8  John.  137;  2  Mass.  509;  2  John.  Ch.  R.  189;  15  John. 
S.  (  .  569;  8  Cow.  2G4,  2GG. 

For  the  above  reasons,  both  the  judgment  rendered  on  the  report  of 
the  referee,  and  the  judgment  of  the  General  Term  affirming  the  same, 
should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  should  be  granted. 

All  the  judges  concurred  in  the  result  of  the  foregoing  opinions  ex- 
cept Comsto<  k  and  Browk,  who,  not  having  heard  the  argument,  took 
no  part  in  the  decision. 

New  trial  ordered. 
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GEORGE  v.  KENT. 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1863. 

[Reported!  Allen,  16.] 

Bill  in  equity  to  redeem  land  from  a  mortgage. 

It  appeared  at  the  hearing  that  on  the  7th  of  May,  1850,  Nathaniel 
Chessman,  being  the  owner  of  a  parcel  of  land  on  the  south  side  of 
Water  Street  in  Milford,  containing  about  three  acres,  mortgaged  it  to 
Maxcy  Cook ;  that  afterwards,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1853,  he  conveyed  a 
small  lot  on  the  easterly  part  thereof  to  Hugh  Galliher,  by  a  deed  of 
warranty  which  was  duly  recorded  ;  that  afterwards,  on  the  5th  of  June, 
1854,  he  conveyed  a  small  lot  on  the  westerly  part  thereof  to  Patrick 
Murphy,  by  a  deed  of  warranty  which  was  not  recorded  ,  and  that  after- 
wards, on  the  2d  of  November,  1854,  he  conveyed  another  small  lot, 
Lying  between  the  lots  conveyed  to  Galliher  and  Murphy,  to  the  plain- 
tiff, by  a  deed  of  mortgage  which  was  duly  recorded,  containing  the 
following  description  of  the  mortgaged  premises:  kk  Beginning  at  the 
northeasterly  corner  of  the  premises,  on  Water  Street,  on  land  of  Hugh 
Galliher;  thence  S.  2°  W.  by  laud  of  said  Galliher  eight  rods;  thence 
S.  87J°  W.five  and  one  half  rods  to  land  of  Patrick  Murphy,  bounding 
southerly  on  land  of  N.  Chessman  ;  thence  N.  2°  E.  eight  rods  to  said 
street,  bounding  westerly  on  land  of  said  Murphy  ;  thence  easterly  by 
said  street  five  and  one  half  rods  to  the  place  of  beginning."  The 
mortgage  to  Maxcy  Cook  was  assigned  to  the  defendants  in  February, 
1861  ;  and  in  May,  1861,  they  commenced  an  action  against  the  plain- 
tiff to  foreclose  it,  describing  in  their  writ  the  lot  conveyed  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  no  more,  and  obtained  a  conditional  judgment  in  Feb- 
ruary, 1862,  for  the  sum  of  $1,679.15.  In  April,  1861,  the  lot  con- 
veyed to  Murphy  became  vested  in  the  defendant  Kent  by  mesne 
conveyances. 

The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  Murphy  lot  should  be  held  to  con- 
tribute, m  proportion  to  its  value,  towards  the  redemption  of  the  Cook 
mortgage;  and  the  case  was  reserved  by  Chapman,  J.,  for  the  determi- 
nation of  the  whole  court. 

P.  C,  Bacon,  P.  E  Aldrich  with  him,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Q.  /•'.  Hoar,  for  the  defendants. 

(  mvpmw,  J.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  plaintiff  haa  a  righl  to  redeem 
on  payment  of  the  amount  tor  which  conditional  judgment  was  rendered  ; 
but  he  claims  the  right  on  payment  of  a  less  Bum.  He  insists  that  as 
his  deed  was  a  '\<>'\  of  warranty,  and  was  made  and  recorded,  while 
the  deed  to  Murphy  was  unrecorded,  he  has  a  right  to  hold  the  Murphy 
lot  liable  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of  the  Cook  mortgage.  Tins 
position  would  be  correct  if  there  were  no  other  facta  to  affect  it.  But 
the  defendants  replj  that  he  had  notice  of  the  deed  to  Murphy.    The 
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lied  on  to  prove  such  notice  is.  that  Murphy's  lot  adjoins  him  on 
and  in  his  deed  he  is  bounded  westerly  on  land  of  Patrick 

court  are  of  opinion  that  this  was  sufficient   notice  of 
fore  the  enactment  of  Rev.  Sts.  c.  59,  §  28,  actual 
■:dcd  deed  was  not  necessary  ;  and  circumstantial 
:'  title  was  held  to  be  sufficient     But  the  Rev.  Sts.  made  a 
in  this  respect,  and  required  that  there  should  be  actual  notice. 
s  v.  Mwndt/,3  Met.   405.    Pomroy  v.   Stevens,  11   Met  244. 
Gray,  306.     Parker  v<  Osg      !,  3  Allen,  487.    The 
:'  '  Satis  v    Mtmdy  is.  to  some  extent,  overruled  by  the  later 
none  of  them  hold  it  to  be  necessary  that  the  notice  shall  be 
by   actual  exhibition  of  the  deed.     Intelligible  information  of  a  fact, 
either  verbally  or  in  writing,  and  coming  from  a  source  which  a  party 
ought  to  give  heed  to.  is  generally  considered  as  notice  of  it,  except  in 
-   -  where  particular  forms  are  necessary.     In  this  case  no  particular 
form  is  necessary.     The  description  of  the  land  in  the  plaintiffs  deed 
3     jiiivalent  to  an  affirmation  of  his  grantor  that  the  land  lying  west 
of  it  was  owned  by  Patrick  Murphy,  by  virtue  of  some  proper  instru- 
ment of  conveyance.     He  knew  from  this  information  that  Murphy's 
title  was  prior  to  his  own.    Having  such  a  title,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
notice  of  it.  Murphy  and  his  grantees  are  not  liable  to  contribute  towards 
the  redemption  of  the  Cook  mortgage.      Chase  v.   Wo  odbury,  6  Cush. 
/  v.  George,  2  Allen,  392. 
The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  redeem  on  payment  of  the  amount  of  the 
conditional  judgment  against  him.  with  interest,  deducting  rents  and 
profits  received.1 


D.     Lis  Pendens. 

NEWMAN    v.    CHAPMAN. 
Court  of  Appeals  of  Virginia.     1823. 

.  Randolph,  93.] 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Fredericksburg. 

George  Chapman,  jun.,  filed  his  bill  stating  that  a  certain  John 
Armistead  of  the  County  of  Caroline,  died  in  1788,  leaving  a  large 
estate  in  lands,  negroes,  and  other  property,  which  he  devised  to  his 
children  :  that,  his  son  William  Armistead  received  the  portion  allotted 
to  him.  and  gave  a  mortgage  upon  his  land  ;  which  mortgage  was  after- 

1  Cf  v.  102  U.  S.  255  (1896) ;  Logger  v.  Mulunl  Union  Loan  Ass., 

-■ 

at  may  amount  to  "  actual"  notice,  see  Maupin  v.  Emmons,  47  Mo.  304 
•     Pierce,   113  Mass.   72  (1673);  Brinkman  v.  Jones,  44  Wis.  408,  517 
rt  * 
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wards  assigned  to  a  certain  Jesse  Simms  :  that  the  said  Sirams  brought 
lit  in  the  Chancery  Court  of  Richmond,  to  foreclose  the  said  mort- 
gage, and  obtained  a  decree,  by  virtue  of  which  the  land  was  duly  sold  ; 
the  said  Simms  became  the  purchaser,  and  the  court  confirmed  the 
sale  ;  whereby,  he  became  the  lawful  proprietor  in  fee.  of  the  said  land 
and  appurtenances,  so  far  as  the  title  of  the  said  William  Armistead 
was  concerned  ;  and  the  said  Simms  was  entitled  to  be  put  in  posses- 
sion of  the  same,  subject  only  to  the  claims  of  such  persons  as  should 
have  right  derived  from  any  other  person  than  the  said  William,  or  de- 
rived from  him  prior  to  the  said  mortgage  or  suit  in  chancery  to  fore- 
close, as  aforesaid  :  that  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  commissioners 
wns  made  on  the  13th  of  July,  1804.  and  on  the  13th  of  August  in  the 
same  year  the  said  Jesse  Simms  conveyed  the  said  tract  of  land  with 
its  appurtenances  to  the  complainant,  in  consideration  of  811.100, 
which  the  complainant  had  previously  paid  to  the  said  Jesse  Simms, 
he  not  supposing  that  any  dispute  could  be  raised  concerning  a  title, 
acquired  and  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  the  Court  of  Chaucer}' ;  to 
which  he  is  now  obliged  to  apply  for  its  further  aid  to  effectuate  its  own 
decree:  that  a  part  of  the  said  land.  viz.  :  about  593  acres,  is  in  posses- 
sion of  Thomas  Newman  :  another  part  consisting  of  about  acres 
is  in  possession  of  Richard  Newman  ;  and  the  residue  is  still  in  posses- 
sion of  the  said  William  Armistead  :  that,  Thomas  and  Richard  New- 
man have  no  other  title  or  claim  to  the  said  land,  except  that 
from  the  said  William  Armistead,  -"''sequent  to  the  institution  of  the 
said  suit  of  Jesse  Simms,  and  while  it  was  pending  in  the  said  v  - 
perior  Court  <>j  Chancery:  that  the  said  William  Armistead  has  been 
in  the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  lands  in  his  possession,  by  which  he 
has  principally  maintained  his  family,  and  has  rendered  no  account 
thereof  to  the  complainant:  that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  portions 
of  land  in  possession  of  the  said  Thomas  and  Richard  Newman,  have 
been  received  by  them,  in  like  manner,  and  no  account  re  the 
complainant:  that  all  these  persons  refuse  to  deliver  possession  to  the 
complainant  of  the  said  lands,  and  also  refuse  to  account  for  the  profits, 
according  to  their  respective  receipts  and  enjoyments:  that  no  writ  of 
ionem  was  issued  from  the  said  Superior  Court, 
and  the  said  .Jesse  Simms  is  dead,  insolvent,  and  has  no  representative 
known  to  the  complainant:  that,  in  a  case  so  complicated,  the  com- 
plainant Is  advised  to  apply  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  carry  ■ 
effe'-t  it<  won  decree,  In  such  manner  as  shall  be  ent  with 
the  just  rights  of  all  persons  who  do  not  claim  title  from  or  under 
the  said  William  Armistead,  Bince  the  pendency  of  tin1  said  suit  of 
the  Baid  Jesse  Simi  e  bill  was  Sled  on  the  1 2th  day  of 
May,  17!»7;  but,  with  regard  to  the  said  William,  the  complainant  is 
advised  that  the  said  decree  and  pn  de  arc  final  and  i 
elusive.  He  therefore  prays,  thai  the  said  1  -  md  Richard  New- 
man, and  William  A  id,  may  be  made  defendants  to  this  bill;  that 
the  decree  aforesaid  may  be  carried   into  effect,  in   favor  of  the  com- 
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plainant.  against  tin1  said  William  Armistead.  and  all  persons  claiming 
under  him.  ^iiu-f  the  L2th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  1797,  &c. 

Thomas  Newman  answered,  that  be  had  purchased  of  William  Ann- 
istcad. at  different  times,  between  the  years  1793  and  1797,  about  826 
acres  of  land*  out  of  the  tract  in  the  lull  mentioned;  that  the  deeds 
will  fully  show,  at  what  time  the  purchases  of  the  said  land  were  made, 
.  scept  as  to  17  acres,  which  were  purchased  in  October,  1703;  but, 
that  the  defendant  did  not  get  a  conveyance  from  the  said  William 
Annistcad,  until  the  month  of  July,  17'.»7,  at  or  about  which  time  he 
purchased  a  further  quantity  of  I'M  acres,  and  both  purchases  were 

included  in  the  same  deed  ;  that  the  defendant  never  knew  anything  of 
of  (If  suit  in  Chancery  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  in  the 
bill  ni-  ntiom  'I.  until  long  afU  r  Ii<  had  completed  his  purchases  of  the 
lid  lands  of  Wil/iam  Armistead;  nor  had  he  ever  seen  any- 
thing of  the  mortgage  in  the  bill  mentioned  •,  nor  did  he  know  that  any 
such  mortgage  existed,  until  he  had  completed  those  purchases  and  ob- 
tained his  deeds;  that  the  defendant  also  purchased  of  John  B.  Arm- 
istead, who  had,  before  that  time,  purchased  of  William  Armistead, 
about  513  acres  of  the  same  tract  of  land,  on  or  about  the  month  of 
April  or  May,  1800,  but  did  not  get  a  conveyance  for  the  same,  until 
the  month  of  April,  1801  ;  that  at  the  sale  by  the  commissioners,  the 
defendant  attended  with  his  deeds,  and  forbade  the  sale,  as  it  would 
be  illegal,  and  the  title  was  in  him.  He  therefore  charges,  that  the 
complainant,  before  he  purchased  of  Simms,  was  fully  apprised  of  the 
title  of  the  defendant. 

Richard  Newman  stated  in  his  answer,  that,  as  to  the  transactions 

n  William  Armistead  and  Abraham  Morehouse,  and  the  mort- 

gage   of  land  to  him  by  the  said  Armistead,  he  had  heard  nothing, 

until  s,  veral  gears  after  he  had  purchased  of  William  Armistead  1G3 

acres  <>j  /■'ml,  at  40  shillings  per  acre,  and  had  the  deed  for  the  same 

led  in  the  County  Court  of  Prince  William,  which  record  was 

made  in  October,  1793  ;  and,  when  he  did  hear  that  such  a  mortgage 

was   in   existence,   he  also  heard  that  it  had  not  been   recorded  in 

diu    firm    (<>  give  it  validity  against  the  claim  of  a  third  person. 

He,  therefore,  hopes,  that  his  title  to  the  lands  purchased  of  William 

Armistead,  may  not  be  affected  by  any  decision  relative  to  the  said 

gage,  &c. 

1  deed  of  mortgage  from  "William  Armistead  and  wife  to  Abraham 
Morehouse,  was  dated  on  the  3d  day  of  December,  in  the  year  1794; 
which  mortgage  was  assigned  by  David  Allison,  as  attorney  for  the 
said  Morehouse,  to  the  said  Simms,  by  virtue  of  a  power  of  attorney, 
which  was  attested  by  only  two  witnesses. 

A  deed  from  William  Armistead  and  Nancy,  his  wife,  and  John  B. 
Armistead  to  Thomas  Newman,  conveying  151  acres,  is  dated  on  the 
11th  day  of  September,  1797. 

ed  from  William  Armistead  to  Thomas  Newman,  dated  the  2Gth 
day  of  September,  1793,  for  175  acres. 
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The  bill  to  foreclose,  brought  by  Jesse  Simms  against  William  Arm- 
istead,  was  filed  on  the  12th  day  of  May,  1  71* 7 

The  deed  made  by  the  commissioners  for  the  sale  of  the  land,  under 
a  decree  of  the  court,  to  Jesse  Simms,  is  dated  on  the  13th  day  of 
July,  1804. 

The  deed  from  Jesse  Simms  to  George  Chapman,  the  plaintiff,  con- 
veying the  tract  of  land  on  which  William  Armistead  then  lived,  con- 
taining 1 140  acres,  more  or  less,  being  the  same  that  the  said  Armistead 
conveyed  to  Abraham  Morehouse,  by  deed  of  mortgage,  dated  the  3d 
of  December,  1794,  and  by  the  said  Morehouse  assigned  to  the  said 
Jesse  Simms. 

The  mortgage  from  Armistead  to  Morehouse  was  not  recorded  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  law. 

The  deed  from  William  Armistead  to  Richard  Newman,  conveying 
163  acres,  is  dated  the  27th  day  of  September,  1793. 

William  Armistead  never  answered  the  bill. 

The  Chancellor  decreed,  that  William  Armistead  and  Thomas  New- 
man .should  severally  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff,  possession  of  all  the 
lands  held  by  them,  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  mortgage  between  Arm- 
istead and  Morehouse,  except  175  acres  described  in  the  deed  of  the 
26th  of  September,  1793,  between  the  said  Armistead  and  Thomas 
Newman  ;  and,  that  one  of  the  commissioners  of  the  court  should  make 
up  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  so  directed  to  be 
given  up,  from  the  9th  day  of  August,  1804. 

Thomas  Newman  appealed  to  this  court. 

Steward,  for  the  appellant. 

Wickham,  for  the  appellee. 

!>■  •■>  mber  6.    Judge  Green  delivered  the  following  opinion  :  — 

The  object  oi*  the  Statute  requiring  mortgages  to  be  recorded,  and 
declaring  that,  if  not  recorded  as  the  Statute  prescribes,  they  shall  he 
void  as  to  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers,  was  to  prevent,  by  af- 
fbrding  the  means  of  ascertaining  the  existence  of  the  encumbrance, 
tie-  frauds  which  might  otherwise  be  practised  by  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  on  creditors  ami  subsequent  purchasers,  by  concealing  it. 
If  a  purchaser  has  actual  notice  otherwise  of  the  existence  of  the  mort- 

lie  is  not  only  not   prejudiced    by  the    failure   to    record    it,  but    18 

himself  guilty  of  a  fraud  in  attempting  to  avail  himself  of  the  letter  of 

the  statute,  to  the  prejudice  of  another  who  has  a  jusl  claim  againsl  the 

property.    The  statute,  indeed,  vests  in  the  subsequent   purchaser,  in 

-e.  the  legal  title  ;  yet,  although  the  legal  title  of  the  morl 

is  divested  by  the  subsequent  conveyance,  his  eguitdbU  right  to  sub- 
ject the  property  to  the  payment  of  the  debt,  remains ;  nol  only  be- 
cause the  mortgage  is  good  between  the  parties  ;  but,  even  if  void  as  h 
coiive-, ancc  between  the  parties,  it  would  --till  be  evidence  of  an  agree 
ment  between  them,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  give  effect  to  the  equity 
of  the  mortgagee,  by  holding  the  subsequent  purchaser  to  be  a  trustee. 
Upon  these  principles,  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  has  always 
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relieved  a  prior  purchaser,  whose  deed  lias  not  been  registered,  against 
sequent  purchaser  \\  ith  notice. 

1  had  at  one  time  great  doubts,  whether  the  principle  of  those  decis- 
ions did  not  apply  to  the  case  (>f  a  lis  pendens.  Lord  Hardwicke,  in 
the  leading  case  of  Le  Nev\  v.  /.<  Neve,  8  Atk.  646,  declared,  that  the 
Statutes  of  Registry  in  England  (which,  as  to  the  matter  under  consid- 
eration, are  the  same  in  effect  as  our  statute),  only  vested  the  legal 
title  in  the  subsequent  purchaser,  and  left  the  ease  "open  to  all 
equity  ;  "  and.  m  that  case,  lie  relieved  against  a  subsequent  purchaser, 
upon  constructive,  and  not  actual  notice,  the  notice  being  to  an  agent 
of  the  purchaser.  A  lis  pendens  has  always  been  spoken  of  in  the 
English  Court  of  Chancery,  as  a  constructive  notice  to  all  the  world; 
as  all  men  are  bound  and  presumed  to  take  notice  of  the  proceedings 
of  a  court  of  justice.  If  these  propositions  were  universally  true,  it 
would  seem  to  follow,  that  a  lite  pendente  purchaser  was  a  purchaser 
with  notice,  and  would  take  the  property  subject  to  the  claims  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  suit,  as  the  defendant  held  it.  In  all  questions  of 
fact,  the  existence  of  the  matter  in  question  may  be  proved  by  di- 
rect evidence,  or  by  the  proof  of  other  facts,  from  which  it  may  justly 
be  inferred,  that  the  fact  in  question  does  exist.  A  fact  thus  proved 
by  circumstantial  evidence,  is  taken  to  exist  for  all  purposes,  as  if 
it  were  proved  by  direct  evidence.  I  cannot,  therefore,  feel  the 
force  of  the  observation  frequently  thrown  out  in  modern  cases,  that  a 
notice  to  affect  a  subsequent  purchaser,  after  an  unregistered  deed, 
must  be  actual,  and  such  as  to  affect  his  conscience,  and  not  con- 
structioe.  A  notice,  proved  by  circumstances  to  exist,  affects  the  con- 
science  of  the  party  as  much  as  if  proved  by  direct  evidence.  In  all 
other  cases,  a  purchaser  of  a  legal  estate,  with  notice  of  a  subsisting 
equity,  is  bound  by  constructive,  as  well  as  by  actual,  notice  ;  and  that, 
->■  his  conscience  is  affected,  and  he  is  guilty  of  a  fraud.  "With- 
out fraud  on  his  part,  his  legal  title  ought  to  prevail.  I  see  no  reason 
why  a  difference  should  be  made,  between  the  case  of  a  purchaser  after 
an  unregistered  deed,  and  a  purchaser  of  a  legal  title,  subject  to  an- 
other equity,  as  to  the  proof  of  the  notice  which  ought  to  be  held  to 
bind  them.  This  distinction  between  an  actual  and  constructive  notice, 
in  the  case  of  a  purchaser  after  an  unregistered  deed,  seems  to  have 
ded  from  a  doubt,  whether  the  relief  given  in  the  early  cases 
upon  that  subject,  had  not  been  in  opposition  to  the  spirit  and  polic}', 
•  U  a-  th'-  letter,  of  the  Statutes  of  Registry. 

The  rule,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  lis  pendens,  is  founded  upon  the  neces- 
sity of  such  a  rule,  to  give  effect  to  the  proceedings  of  courts  of 
Without  it,  the  administration  of  justice  might,  in  all  cases, 
be  frustrated  by  successive  alienations  of  the  property,  which  was  the 
object  of  litigation,  pending  the  suit,  so  that  every  judgment  and  de- 
•  ould  be  rendered  abortive,  where  the  recovery  of  specific  property 
This  necessity  is  so  obvious,  that  there  was  no  occa- 
sion to  resort  to  the  presumption,  that  the  purchaser  really  had,  or  b}' 
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inquiry  might  have  had,  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  to  justify 
the  existence  of  the  rule.  In  fact,  it  applied  in  cases  in  which  there 
was  a  physical  impossibility  that  the  purchaser  could  know,  with  any 
possible  diligence  on  his  part,  of  the  existence  of  the  suit,  unless  all 
contracts  were  made  in  the  office  from  which  the  writ  issued,  and  on 
the  last  moment  of  the  day.  For,  at  common  law,  the  writ  was  pend- 
ing from  the  first  moment  of  the  day  on  which  it  was  issued  and  bore 
teste  ;  and  a  purchaser,  on  or  after  that  day,  held  the  property  subject 
to  the  execution  upon  the  judgment  in  that  suit  as  the  defendant  would 
have  held  it,  if  no  alienation  had  been  made.  The  Court  of  Chancery 
adopted  the  rule,  in  analogy  to  the  common  law  ;  but  relaxed,  in  some 
degree,  the  severity  of  the  common  law.  For,  no  lis  pendens  existed 
until  the  service  of  the  subpoena  and  bill  filed  ;  but,  it  existed  from  the 
service  of  the  subpoena,  although  the  bill  were  not  filed  until  long  after  ; 
so  that  a  purchaser,  after  service  of  the  subjnena  and  before  the  bill 
was  filed,  would,  after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  be  deemed  to  be  a  lite 
pendente  purchaser,  and  as  such,  be  bound  by  the  proceedings  in  the 
suit,  although  the  subpoena  gave  him  no  information  as  to  the  subject 
of  the  suit.  A  subpoena  might  be  served  the  very  day  on  which  it  was 
sued  out,  and  there  is  an  instance  in  the  English  books  of  a  purchaser 
who  purchased  on  the  day  that  the  subpoena  was  served,  without  actual 
notice,  and  who  lost  his  purchase  by  force  of  this  rule  of  law.  This 
principle,  however  necessary,  was  harsh  in  its  etfects  upon  bona  fide 
purchasers,  and  was  confined  in  its  operation  to  the  extent  of  the  policy 
on  which  it  was  founded  ;  that  is,  to  the  giving  full  effect  to  the  judg- 
ment or  decree  which  might  be  rendered  in  the  suit  depending  at  the 
time  of  the  purchase.  As  a  proof  of  this,  if  the  suit  was  not  prose- 
cuted with  effect,  as  if  a  suit  at  law  was  discontinued,  or  the  plaintiff 
suffered  a  nonsuit,  or  if  a  suit  in  chancery  was  dismissed  for  want  <>f 
cution,  or  for  any  other  cause  not  upon  the  merits,  or  if  at  law  or 
in  chancery  a  suit  abated  ;  although,  in  all  these  cases,  the  plaintiff,  or 
his  proper  representative  might  bring  a  new  suit  for  the  same  cause,  lie 
must  make  the  one  who  purchased  pending  the  former  suit,  a  party; 
and,  in  this  new  suit,  such  purchaser  would  not  be  at  all  affected  by 
the  pendency  of  the  former  suit  at  the  time  of  his  purchase.  In  the 
case  of  an  abatement,  however,  the  original  suit  might  lie  continued  in 
Chancery,  by  revivor,  or  at  law,  in  real  actions,  abated  by  the  death  of 
a  party,  by  Jemmies  accounts,  and  the  purchaser  still  be  bound  by  the 
final  judgment  or  decree.  If  ■■>  suil  be  brought  againsl  the  heir,  upon 
the  obligation  of  his  ancestor  binding  his  beirs,  and  be  alienates  the 
land  descended,  pending  the  writ,  upon  a  judgment  in  that  Buit,  the 
lands  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  would  lie  liable  to  lie  extended,  in 
satisfaction  of  the  debt.  lint,  if  that  '-nit  were  discontinued,  abated, 
or  the  plaintiff  Buffered  a  nonsuit,  in  a  new  action  for  the  same  cause, 
the  purchaser  would  not  he  affected  by  the  pendencj  of  the  former  suit 
at  the  time  of  his  purchase;  and,  if  he  could  be  reached  at  law,  in 
equity  it  could  only  be,  upon  proof  of  actual  notice  and  fraud.      If  a 
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.  was  notice  then,  as  a  notice  at  <>r  before  the  purchase  would, 
in  other  cases,  bind  the  purchaser  in  an}'  suit  in  equity,  prosecuted  at 
anv  time  thereafter,  to  assert  the  right  of  which  he  had  notice,  would 
bind  the  purchaser,  so  ought  the  lis  pendens  to  bind  him  in  any  subse- 
quent suit  prosecuted  for  the  same  cause;  hut  it  docs  not.  Again;  a 
l>ill  of  discovery,  or  to  perpetuate  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  ought,  if 
all  persons  were  bound  to  take  notice  of  whal  is  going  on  in  a  court  of 
justice,  to  be  a  notice  to  all  the  world,  as  much  as  a  hill  for  relief. 
But,  these  are  decided  to  be  no  notice  to  any  purpose  ;  a  proof  that-  the 
rule,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  lis  pendens,  is  one  of  mere  policy,  confined 
in  its  operation  strictly  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  adopted  ;  that 
is,  to  give  effect  to  the  judgments  and  decrees  of  courts  of  justice, 
and  that  it  is  not  properly  a  notice  to  any  purpose  whatsoever.  The 
English  judges  and  elementary  writers  have  carelessfy  called  it  a  notice. 
because,  in  one  single  case,  that  of  a  suit  prosecuted  to  decree  or  judg- 
ment, it  had  the  same  effect  upon  the  interests  of  the  purchaser,  as  a 
notice  had,  though  for  a  different  reason.  But,  the  courts  have  not,  in 
anv  case,  given  it  the  real  force  and  effect  of  a  notice. 

I  think  that  the  Statute  overrules  this  principle  of  law,  in  the  case  of 
a  life  pendente  purchaser,  after  an  unrecorded  mortgage.  The  decisions 
in  the  cases  of  notice,  are  according  to  the  policy  and  spirit  of  the 
Statutes ;  since,  in  those  cases,  the  purchaser  has  the  very  benefit 
which  the  law  intended  to  provide  for  him,  and  he  is  chargeable  with 
mala  fides,  in  attempting  to  acquire  that  to  which  he  knows  another 
just  light.  He  cannot  complain,  that  the  mortgagee  has  done 
him  an  injury  by  his  default  in  failing  to  record  his  mortgage,  as  the 
law  requires.  But,  if  the  purchaser  were  held  to  be  affected  by  the 
pendency  of  a  suit,  if  he  had  not  actual  notice,  he  wTould  suffer  an 
injury  by  the  default  of  the  mortgagee,  unless  it  were  held  to  be  his 
duty  to  inquire  if  an}-  suit  were  depending,  when  he  had  no  reason  to 
suspect  that  there  was  any  defect  in  the  title.  I  think,  that  to  require 
him  to  look  to  any  other  source  of  information  than  that  which  the 
Statute  has  provided  for  him,  would  be  contraiw  to  the  spirit  and  policy, 
and  letter  of  the  Statute. 

It  follows,  that  the  decree  is  erroneous,  as  it  respects  the  151  acres 
conveyed  to  the  appellant  in  September,  1797*,  but,  as  to  the  513  acres, 
which  the  appellant  states  in  his  answer  that  he  purchased  in  1800,  he 
is  not  protected  by  the  Statute.  He  admits,  that  he  came  into  the  pos- 
i  pendente  lite.  He  does  not  deny  notice  of  the  mortgage,  if 
that  fact  be  material,  upon  the  pleadings  in  this  cause;  and  he  does 
not  show  that  he  was  a  purchaser,  and  that  a  conve}-anee  was  made  to 
him.  As  to  this,  then,  the  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed,  unless  the 
other  objections  made  at  the  bar  ought  to  prevail.  These  are,  that 
the  suit  was  not  so  instituted  as  to  attach  on  Morehouse's  title  under 
the  mortgage,  he  not  being  a  party,  and  there  being  no  evidence  that 
his  title  was  in  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit;  that  a  court  of  equity 
o  jurisdiction,  as  the  plaintiff,  if  he  has  a  right,  has  a  legal  rem- 
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edy ;  that  the  deed  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  passed  no  title,  as 
the  property  was  then  in  the  adverse  possession  of  another-,  and,  that 
the  rents  and  profits  should  he  ascertained  by  a  jury,  and  not  by  a 
commissioner. 

If  the  rule  be,  that  a  purchaser,  pending  the  suit,  is  bound  by  the 
decree  in  the  suit  as  the  defendant  is  bound,  then  it  is  too  late  now  to 
urge  the  first  of  these  objections.  It  might,  possibly,  have  been  urged 
by  Armistead,  whilst  the  suit  was  depending.  But,  failing  to  do  so 
he  was  bound  by  the  decree,  whether  it  were  right  or  wrong.  I  think, 
however,  that  the  objection  could  not  have  been  relied  on  with  effect, 
in  the  original  suit.  The  power  of  attorney,  by  authorizing  the  attor- 
ney to  dispose  of  the  mortgage,  for  and  in  the  name  of  Morehouse, 
authorized  him  to  convey  the  legal  title,  and  that  was  the  effect  of  the 
deed  to  Simms.  The  power  of  attorney  being  attested  by  only  two 
witnesses,  was  not,  for  that  cause,  defective.  The  law  does  not  re- 
quire any  particular  form,  as  to  the  attestation  of  a  power  of  attorney 
to  convey  land  :  as,  between  the  parties,  such  a  power  may  be  proved 
by  any  evidence,  which  would  be  sufficient  to  prove  any  other  fact  in  a 
court  of  justice.  A  court  of  equity  always  has  jurisdiction  to  carry 
into  effect  its  own  decrees.  In  this  case,  a  bill  for  that  purpose  was 
necessary  ;  as  well,  because  another  party,  not  appearing  as  a  party 
on  the  record,  had  become  interested,  as  on  account  of  the  death  of 
Simms.  The  decree  had  never  been  executed.  If  there  had  been  no 
change  of  the  interest,  and  Simms  had  lived,  the  decree  might  have 
been  executed,  and  Simms  let  into  possession  by  the  ordinarv  proceed- 
ing in  the  court  for  that  purpose.  After  the  decree  was  so  executed, 
if  Simms,  or  his  assignee,  had  been  ousted  or  disturbed,  he  or  his 
_,rnee  would  have  been  bound  to  proceed  at  law.  The  Court  of 
Chancery  was  not  functus  officio,  until  the  decree  was  executed  by  the 
delivery  of  possession. 

I  do  not  think,  thai  Armistead  could  hold  a  possession  adverse  to 
Morehouse  or  his  assignee,  and  consequently  the  conveyances  of  More- 
house and  Simms  passed  the  title  they  professed  to  pass,  unless  the 
snle  to  Newman  varied  the  ease;  but,  that  sale  being  made  pending 
the  suit,  Newman  could  no  more  hold  an  adversary  possession,  unless 
he  had  taken  a  conveyance  without   notice,  than   Armistead  himself 

could.      Armistead  was  a  tenant  at  will,  and  so  was   Newman,  standing 
m  his  place. 

The  account  of  rents  and   profits  might  as  well   be  taken   by  a  COm- 

ioner,  as  ascertained  by  a  jury;  and  the  former  is  the  mosl  usual 

1  The  following  were  the  cases  referred  t<>  by  Judos  Orckit,  in  the  coarse  >>f  his 
opini  iht,  l  Vera,  -".l-  v.  Tubbin,  [bid.  286;  16  Yin. 

Abr.  128,  pi.  -2.  -.  Birch  %■  200;   \[llr  ._  i  Johns.  Ch. 

I  Orue,  5  Rep.  476  ;  Cro.  Junes,  840  ;  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  482 ;  lb.  I 

:;  Ves.  485 ;  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abi  I  Is/or,  l  Ves.  \vn  6  i  .   Eaiergham  v. 

Vin-'  88;  8  Atk.  213  ;  Shannon  v.  Bradttreet,  1  8ch.  and  Lefr.  66  ;  Bn 
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Judge  Coai  m  k.  I  am  of  opinion,  thai  tin1  Chancellor  erred  in  his 
decree,  in  directing  the  appellanl  to  deliver  possession  of  the  tract  of 
151  acres,  convened  by  William  Armistead  to  him,  on  the  11th  of  Sep- 
tember   lT'.'T,  by  the  deed  of  louse  and  release  in  the  record,  of  that 

date. 

The  bill  claims  to  set  up  a  mortgage,  executed  by  the  aforesaid  Wil- 
liam Armistead,  of  anterior  date  to  the  above  conveyance;  but  which 
was  never  recorded,  purely  on  the  ground,  that  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase by  the  appellant,  there  was  a  suit  pending  to  foreclose  the 
mortg 

If  the  Act  of  Assembly  in  regard  to  mortgages  not  recorded,  and 
which  was  in  force  at  the  time  this  bill  was  filed,  is  to  be  construed  in 
connection  with  the  previous  clause  in  relation  to  other  conveyances, 
so  as  to  transpose  the  words  from  the  one  to  the  other,  in  relation  to 
notice,  and  thus  to  make  the  law  precisely  what  it  now  is,  under  the 
Act  of  1819  ;  let  us  inquire  how  the  appellee  would  have  stood  in  a 
court  of  law,  on  a  special  verdict,  finding  simply  the  mortgage  and 
subsequent  conveyance,  and  a  suit  pending  to  foreclose  the  mortgage 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance? 

The  case  for  him  would  rest  on  an  unrecorded  mortgage  against  a 
subsequent  conveyance,  and  which  is  expressly  declared  by  the  Act  to 
be  void  as  to  such  subsequent  purchaser,  not  having  notice  thereof. 
What  sort  of  notice?  Undoubtedly,  such  as  would  affect  the  con- 
science of  the  purchaser ;  otherwise,  the  Act  would  be  no  safeguard 
to  the  innocent,  as  it  was  intended  to  be.  A  mere  lis  pendens  is 
not  such  notice  as  that.  This  has  been  decided,  as  will  be  seen  in 
a  case  mentioned  in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Le  Neve  v.  Le  Neve; 
and.  also,  as  I  am  told,  in  a  late  case  which  I  have  not  examined, 
reported  in  l'J  Vesey.  A  court  of  law  could  not  substitute  any  other 
kind  of  notice  for  that  contemplated  by  the  Act.  But,  if  the  party 
has  ground  for  coming  into  equity,  that  court,  too,  I  presume,  must 
follow  the  law. 

But  if,  previous  to  the  Act  of  1819,  the  mortgagee  of  an  unrecorded 
mortgage  stood,  as  against  a  subsequent  purchaser,  as  he  did  in  Eng- 
land under  the  Registry  Acts  (and  1  incline  to  think  he  did),  then  his 
only  remedy  was  in  equity  ;  and  there  he  can  only  prevail  on  the 
and  of  fraud,  or  such  notice  as  would  affect  the  conscience  of  the 
purchaser,  and  which  was,  therefore,  considered  a  fraud  ;  and  it  has 
been  decided  as  aforesaid,  and,  I  think,  correctly,  that  a  mere  lis 
pendens  did  not  affect  the  conscience. 

pose,  in  this  case,  the  appellant  had  not  denied  notice,  no  charge 
of  notice  being  in  the  bill,  but  had  simply  answered,  that  he  had  pur- 
chased for  value,  and  got  his  deed,  exhibiting  it  with  his  answer,  and 
had  demurred  to  the  residue  of  the  bill.     Could  the  appellee  have  suc- 

ough,  2  P.  YV.  491  ;  2  Vent.  337  ;  Brother/on  v.  Halt,  8  Vern.  574  ; 
I    Ca    Abr.  604;  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Fraud,  letter  C;  Gooch's  Case,  5  Co.  Kep.  80; 
1   1  onb.   Eq    279  ;   Curtis  v.  Pern/,  0  Ves.  745;  Davis  v.  Earl  of  Strathmore,  16  Ves. 
419;  Wyatt  v.  Harwell,  19  Ves.  439. 
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ceeded?  I  apprehend  not.  Or,  would  not  such  an  answer  have  been 
a  full  response  to  the  bill,  no  fraud  or  notice  being  charged,  and  suffi- 
cient of  itself  to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  appellee?  I  am  much  inclined 
to  think  it  would  ;  and,  therefore,  had  the  appellant  exhibited  a  deed 
from  William  Armistead  to  John  R.  Armistead.  and  from  the  latter  to 
him  for  the  513  acres  mentioned  in  the  argument,  although  there  is  no 
denial  of  notice  as  to  it,  I  should,  as  at  present  advised,  have  thought 
that  the  appellee  could  not  have  recovered  that  tract,  without  amending 
his  bill,  and  putting  the  fact  of  notice  or  fraud  in  issue ;  so  as  to  give 
the  appellant  an  opportunity  of  answering  thereto.  It  is,  however,  not 
necessary  to  decide  this  point,  because  the  appellant  does  not  show 
himself  to  be  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  that  tract,  and  it  is  only 
against  such  that  the  mortgage  is  void. 

Whether,  as  this  is  an  interlocutory  decree,  he  may  hereafter  be  per- 
mitted to  file  those  documents,  if  they  exist,  is  not  for  me  to  know  or 
anticipate.  On  the  record,  now  before  the  court,  the  decree  must  be 
reversed  as  to  the  151  acres,  and  affirmed  as  to  the  residue. 

Judge  Brooke  concurred :  and  a  decree  was  entered  conformable  to 
the  foregoing  principles.1 


JACKSON   d.   HENDRICKS   v.   ANDREWS. 

Supueme  Court  of  New  York.     1831. 

[Reported  7  Wend.  152.] 

Tnis  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  tried  at  the  Cortland  Circuit  in 
June,  1829,  before  the  lion.  Samuel  Nelson,  then  one  of  the  circuit 
judges. 

Title  was  shown  in  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, being  part  of  lot  No.  GO,  Homer,  under  a  sheriff's  sale,  by  virtue 
of  an  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  obtained  by  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  against  Abraham  Franklin  and  others,  docketed  the  28th  May, 
1808.  Lot  No.  60,  Homer,  was  conveyed  by  the  sheriff  of  Cortland  in 
pursuance  of  such  sale  by  deed,  bearing  date  the  15th  November,  1821, 
t<»  Hendricks,  the  lessor,  and  to  Elisha  Tibbits;  ami  on  the  ."»tli  July, 
1 826 ,  Tibbits  conveyed  all  his  interesi  in  the  lot  to  Hendricks.  The 
defendants  being  admitted  to  he  in  possession  in  severalty  of  distinct 
parceU  of  the  lot  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff 
d. 

1  •*  It  is  only  by  actual  notice  clearly  proved  thai  'i  regi  len  ■!  conveyance  can  be 
postponed.     Even  noi  deemed  notice  for  thai  purpose."      Per  Sib 

Win  mm  Obaxt,  If.  !:..  In  Wyatt  v.  Barwell,  10 

And  see,  accord.,  Douglas*  v.  M  ■  -71)  ;  ifCutcken  v.  Miller, 

i  C5,  85(1* 
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The  defendants,  admitting  Abraham  Franklin  to  be  the  common 
Bonroe  of  title  to  both  parties,  produced  an  exemplification  of  the 
'  of  ;i  deed,  bearing  date  ,%  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  March,  in 
the  vearofour  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  between  Abra- 
ham Franklin  of,  &c,  of  the  first  pint,  and  Henry  Franklin  of,  &c, 
of  the  second  part."  whereby,  lor  the  consideration  of  $3000,  No. 
Homer,  and  various  other  tracts  of  land  art-  convej'ed  in  foe  to  the 
grantee.  This  deed  purported  to  have  been  acknowledged  before  a 
proper  officer  on  the  29th  March,  1808,  and  to  have  been  recorded  in 
the  clerk's  cilice  of  the  county  of  Onondaga  on  the  21st  April,  1808. 
Having  produced  this  evidence,  the  defendants  insisted  that  the  title  of 
Abraham  Franklin  having  been  divested  in  1800,  and  the  judgment 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  not  having  been  docketed  until  1808, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

To  destroy  the  effect  of  this  evidence,  the  plaintiff  produced  a  decree 
in  chancery,  made  on  the  20th  January,  1817,  whereby  certain  convey- 
ances of  real  estate,  from  Abraham  Franklin  to  Henry  Franklin,  made 
in  February  and  March,  180-8,  were  adjudged  to  have  been  fraudu- 
lently executed,  and  were  declared  to  be  null  and  void  in  law.  This 
decree  was  made  in  a  suit  in  chancery,  in  which  Hendricks,  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff,  was.  complainant,  and  Abraham  Franklin,  Henry  Frank- 
lin and  others  were  defendants.  In  the  bill,  which  was  filed  on  the  3d 
June  1809,  the  plaintiff  charged  that  he  was  a  judgment  creditor  of 
Abraham  Franklin  to  a  huge  amount;  that  Abraham  Franklin  had 
fraudulently  conveyed  away  his  real  estate,  specifying  some  of  the  con- 
veyances made  by  him,  and  alleging  that  he  could  not  specify  all ;  that 
he  had  issued  execution  on  his  judgment,  and  could  not  obtain  satis- 
faction by  reason  of  such  fraudulent  transfers,  and  praying  a  discovery 
of  the  conveyances  made  to  Henry  Franklin,  and  that  the  same  might 
be  avoided,  &c.  In  the  answer  of  Henry  Franklin  he  admitted  that 
Abraham  Franklin,  by  deed,  bearing  date  the  29th  March,  1808,  for 
the  consideration  of  $3000,  conveyed  to  him  lot  No.  GO,  Homer,  and 
various  other  tracts,  and  that  such  deed  was  acknowledged  on  the  29th 
March,  1808,  and  recorded  on  the  21st  April,  1808,  in  the  clerk's  ollice 
of  the  county  of  Onondaga,  which  conveyance  he  alleged  was  executed 
to  him  to  secure  him  for  a  debt  due  to  him,  and  to  indemnify  him  for 
certain  responsibilities  assumed  for  Abraham  Franklin.  The  decree 
avoided  such  conveyances  as  were  admitted  in  the  pleadings  to  have 
been  executed. 

The  defendants  now  produced  a  deed  from  Henry  Franklin,  bearing 
date-  the  10th  November,  1810,  whereby,  for  the  consideration  of  &1G00, 
he  conveyed  lot  No.  GO,  Homer,  to  J.  N.  Cushman,  and  deduced  title 
to  themselves,  from  Cushman  to  the  several  portions  possessed  by 
them,  and  as  the  case  states,  offered  to  show  an  adverse  possession  of 
more  than  twenty  years  before  suit  brought,  by  proving  that  they, 
more  than  twenty  years  before  suit  brought,  were  respectively  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises  in  question,  but  disclaiming  to  have  any  right 


SECT.  III.]  JACKSON   d.   HEXDKICKS   V.   ANDREWS.  351 

or  pretence  of  right  to  such  possession,  other  than  that  derived  through 
the  deed  from  Abraham  Franklin  to  Henry  Franklin  ;  insisting  that 
the  said  deed  having  been  recorded  as  a  deed  bearing  date  in  1800, 
and  prior  to  the  docketing  of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  lessor,  and 
the  defendants  having  purchased  on  the  faith  of  that  record,  they  were 
entitled  to  protect  themselves  under  it  as  a  deed  of  that  date  ;  which 
evidence  thus  offered  to  be  given  was  objected  to,  and  rejected.  The 
defendants  having  shown  that  on  the  5th  July,  182G,  and  since,  they 
were  in  possession  of  several  and  distinct  portions  of  lot  No.  60,  in 
severalty,  and  this  action  having  been  brought  against  them  jointly, 
insisted  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  verdict,  or  if  entitled, 
that  a  verdict  could  be  rendered  against  one  only  of  the  defendants, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  make  his  election  ;  and  they  fur- 
ther insisted,  that  being  in  possession,  holding  adversely  at  the  date  of 
the  deed  from  Tibbits  to  the  lessor,  that  deed  was  void,  and  conse- 
quently the  plaintiff,  if  entitled  to  recover,  could  recover  but  a  moiety 
of  the  premises  claimed.  Under  the  direction  of  the  judge  a  verdict 
was  entered  against  each  of  the  defendants  for  the  premises  in  his 
separate  possession,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  court,  upon  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  if  so, 
whether  he  should  recover  the  whole  or  only  a  moiety  of  the  premises 
in  question. 

J.  A.  Collier,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  A.  Spencer,  lor  the  defendants. 

By  the  '  'ourt,  Sutherland,  J.  The  first  inquiry  in  this  case  is  as 
to  the  effect  of  the  proceedings  in  chancery,  instituted  by  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  is  not  pretended  that 
Henry  Franklin  had  any  other  title  to  these  premises  than  such  as  he 
acquired  by  the  deed  from  Abraham  Franklin  ;  and  that  deed  was  ex- 
pressly adjudged  and  pronounced  to  have  been  void  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  ;  not  incidentally  and  collaterally,  but  in  a  proceeding  instituted 
in  [.roper  form  and  with  proper  parties,  for  the  express  purpose  of  test- 
ing its  validity.  Again  ;  the  conveyance  from  Henry  Franklin  to 
Cushmau  was  made  in  November,  1810,  while  the  suit  in  chancery 
again>t  the  grantor,  calling  in  question  his  title  to  this  identical  prop- 
erty, was  pending  and  in  a  course  of  active  and  persevering  litigation. 

This  conveyance  was  void  on  the  ground  of  a  lis  pendens.  A  lie  pen- 
dens duly  prosecuted  is  notice  to  a  purchaser,  so  as  to  affect  and  bind 

his  interest.      The   conveyance   is   BO   far  a   nullity,  that   it  cannot    avail 

the  party  against  the  title  established  by  the  pending  Buit  This  sul>- 
Jecl  is  eery  elaborately  considered  by  Chancellor  Kent,  in  Murray  v. 
/<''"'/,   l   Johns.  Ch.  li.  "<7:;,  and   Murray  v.    LUburn,  2  Id.    ill, 

where  all  the  oases  are  reviewed,  and  the  Wisdom  and  policy  of  the 
rule  are  vindicated  with  great  learning  and  ability,  l  Cas.  in  Ch.  160; 
2  Ch.  ( to.  ii-">:  l  Id.  801;  Rep.  Temp.  Finch,  821;  l  Vernon,  286, 
318,  159;  2  Id.  216;  J  l'.  V7ma.  182;  2  Atk.  171  ;  :;  Id.  892;  AmbL 
C7G;  11  Yes.  194;  2  Ves.  &  Beames,  200;  2  Ball  &  Beat.  KJ7;  2 
Madd.  Ch.  183,  190,  324,  825. 
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The  purchase  of  land  pending  a  suit  concerning  it,  is  champerty  un- 
der the  Statute,  i  K.  L.  IT:.'.  This  was  expressly  adjudged  inJack- 
',i,ui.  8  Julius.  R.  484,  and  in  Mbwre  v.  Weaver  and 
/'  iter  .  Moore,  655.  The  conveyance  in  such  a  case  is  absolutely 
void,  even  where  the  purchase  is  bona  fide,  although  the  party  will 
not  l>o  subjected  to  the  penal  consequences  of  the  act.  The  convcy- 
ance  from  Abraham  to  Henry  Franklin,  and  from  Henry  to  Cushman, 
must  therefore  be  considered  as  out  of  the  case,  so  far  as  the}'  are 
relied  upon  as  establishing  a  paper  title  in  the  defendants. 

The  next  inquiry  is  whether  the  evidence  of  adverse  possession 
offered  by  the  defendants  should  have  been  received.  The  case  states 
that  the  defendants  offered  to  show  an  adverse  possession  of  more 
than  20  years,  by  proving  that  more  than  20  years  before  the  action 
brought,  they  were  respectively  in  possession  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion ;  but  disclaiming  to  have  any  right  or  pretence  of  right  to  such 
possession,  other  than  that  derived  through  the  before-mentioned  deed 
from  Abraham  to  Henry  Franklin;  insisting  that  the  said  deed  having 
been  recorded  as  a  deed  bearing  date  in  1800,  and  prior  to  the  docket- 
ing of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  lessor,  and  the  defendants  having 
purchased  on  the  faith  of  that  record,  they  were  entitled  to  protect 
themselves  under  it  as  a  deed  of  that  date.  This  evidence  was  ob- 
jected to  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  rejected  by  the  judge.  It  is 
difficult  to  understand  from  this  statement  the  precise  nature  of  the 
proof  of  adverse  possession  offered  by  the  defendants.  There  can  be 
very  little  doubt  that  the  deed  from  Abraham  to  Henry  Franklin  was 
actually  given,  and  was  intended  to  have  borne  date  in  1808.  It  was 
acknowledged  on  the  29th  March,  and  recorded  the  21st  da}- of  April 
of  that  year.  I  do  not  perceive  how  the  defence  of  adverse  possession 
can  be  affected  by  the  circumstance  (admitting  such  to  have  been  the 
fact),  that  upon  the  record  it  appeared  to  have  been  given  in  1800.  It 
certainly  was  not  recorded  until  April,  1808,  and  prior  to  that  time  the 
defendants  could  not  have  been  misled  by  it ;  and  their  subsequent 
entry  cannot  be  carried  by  relation  back  to  the  period  when  the}'  sup- 
posed that  deed  was  given,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  or  establishing  an 
adverse  possession.  So  far  as  I  understand  the  nature  of  the  evidence 
offered,  it  was  properly  rejected. 

If  the  possession  of  the  defendants  was  not  originally  adverse,  then 
it  had  not  become  so  in  1826,  when  Tibbits  conveyed  his  interest  in 
the  premises  to  the  lessor;  so  that  the  lessor  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
whole  of  the  premises,  and  not  a  moiety,  if  he  can  recover  at  all. 

The  case  of  Jackson  ex  dem.  Haines  and  Others  v.  Wood  and 
Others,  5  Johns.  It.  278,  sanctions  the  practice  of  uniting  several  de- 
fendants in  ejectment  in  one  suit,  where  the  plaintiff's  title  in  relation 
to  all  is  the  same,  although  their  possessions  may  be  several,  and  not 
joint.  The  jury  in  that  case  found  each  defendant  separately  guilty, 
ri-  to  that  part  of  the  premises  in  his  possession,  and  not  guilty  as  to 
the  other  parte  possessed  by  the  other  defendants ;  and  it  was  held 
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that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  against  all  the  defendants 
severally,  according  to  the  verdict.  The  verdict  in  this  case  is  in  the 
same  form.  This  practice  was  also  recognized  in  Jackson  v.  Scoville, 
5  Wendell,  96. 

The  plaintiff  must  have  judgment  accordingly.1 


E.    Registration  not  in  Chain  of  Title. 

VAN   RENSSELAER  v.   CLARK. 

Supreme  Court  of  New  York.     1837. 

[Reported  17  Wend.  25.] 

Tins  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  tried  at  the  Tompkins  Circuit  in 
June.  1835,  hefore  the  Hon.  Robert  MonelK  one  of  the  Circuit  judges. 

The  plaintiffs  showed  title  in  one  Derick  Schuyler,  to  lots  No.  57  and 
58  —  Ulysses,  in  the  military  tract,  containing  1.200  acres  of  land  and 
a  deed  from  Schuyler  to  James  Van  Rensselaer,  the  father  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, bearing  date  25th  August.  1794,  conveying  the  two  lots  for  the 
consideration  of  fifty  dollars  ;  which  deed  was  recorded  in  the  County 
of  Cayuga.  2d  January,  1804.  The  plaintiffs  did  not  prove  that  the 
deed  was  deposited  according  to  the  requirement  of  the  Act  of  1794. 
Previous  to  the  deed  from  Schuyler  to  Van  Rensselaer  being  recorded, 
to  wit,  on  the  2d  July,  1799,  Derick  Schuyler  for  the  consideration  of 
81000,  conveyed  the  same  lots  to  one  Philip  II.  Schuyler,  who  pro- 
cured his  deed  to  be  recorded  on  the  25th  October,  1802,  and  on  2d 
April,  1805,  conveyed  lot  No.  57  to  one  Samuel  Clark  for  the  con- 
sideration of  $1300.  Clark  in  1806,  conveyed  to  James  Emott  for  the 
consideration  of  $2500,  and  Emott  in  1883,  conveyed  to  Mathias  Miller 
f.,r  the  consideration  of  810,233.43.  The  premises  in  question,  are 
part  of  lot  No.  .r<7.  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  were  in  pos- 
mi  of  the  defendant  as  the  tenant  of  Miller.  It  was  proved  that 
Philip  II.  Schuyler  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  him,  had  actual 
notice  of  the  deed  to  Van  Rensselaer;  this  evidence  was  objected  to 
but  received  by  the  judge,  who  charged  the  jury  that  Philip  H.Schuyler 
was  no'  a  bonafide  purchaser  and  his  deed  was  void,  notwithstanding 
it  was  Brsl  recorded,  if  at  the  time  he  took  his  conveyance  he  had 

knowledge  or  had  notice  of  the  previous  i\cn\  to  Van    Rensselaer;   and 
i  gee  j  i    !  %  86  Ga.  218  (1886);  Grant  T.Bennett,  90  Dl.  618  (1880)  | 

Smith  v.  Hodtdon,  78  lie.  180(18 

Ab  to  the  application  of  the  doctrine  ot  lis  pendent  to  chattel*  personal,  tee  \\~i>iram 
,,,,  [18W    8Ch.  i-    .  E    ing  t   Carter,  0  Ala.  921  (1846);  State  r.  Wichita 

■  Kan  612  -  LE 
irhole  doctrine  of  lit  pendent  ii  frequently  regulated  by  itatnte.    See  2  &  3 
Vict.  c.  11,  §  7  (1889) ;  Mate.  R.  L  c.  184,  .     12,  13. 
VOL.  vr.  —  23 
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that  the  record  of  the  deed  t<>  Van  Rensselaer  was  sufficient  notice  to 
ruent  purchasers  and  rendered  void  the  conve3'ances  to  them. 
The  defendant  excepted  t<>  the  charm',  and  the  jury  found  for  the  plain- 
The  defendant  moves  for  a  new  trial. 

/..  //.  Palmer  and  -s'.  Stevens,  for  the  defendant. 

,/.  .1.  (  'oUu  '•.  for  the  plaintiffs. 

By  tht  Court,  Cowen,  J.  The  question  of  knowledge  in  Philip  II. 
Schuyler  was  put  to  the  jury,  who  found  for  the  plaintiffs  as  they  were 
directed  to  ^\o  by  the  judge,  on  being  satisfied  that  he  had  actual  notice 
of  the  prior  deed.     Their  finding  is  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

Tin'  defendant  moves  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  James  Van 
Rensselaer's  drv^\.  not  being  deposited  as  required  by  the  Statute,  was 
fraudulent  and  void  as  against  P.  H.  Schuyler,  though  he  had  full 
notice.  To  this  the  answer  is,  the  Act  applies  only  to  such  deeds  as 
were  dated  prior  to  its  passage,  which  was  on  the  8th  January,  1794. 
Van  Rensselaer's  deed  was  dated  in  August  of  that  year.  The  Statute 
of  8th  January,  171)4,  after  reciting  that  many  frauds  had  been  com- 
mitted in  respect  to  these  bounty  lands,  by  forging  and  antedating  con- 
veyances of  lands  to  different  persons,  and  various  other  contrivances, 
so  that  it  had  become  difficult  to  discover  the  legal  title  ;  for  remedy 
whereof  and  in  order  to  detect  the  said  frauds  and  to  prevent  like  frauds 
in  future,  enacted,  by  §  1,  that  all  deeds,  &c.  theretofore  made  concern- 
ing such  lands  should,  on  or  before  the  1st  of  May,  1794,  be  deposited 
with  the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  Albany  ;  and  that  those  not  so 
deposited  should  be  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void  against  the  subse- 
quent  purchaser,  &c.  for  valuable  consideration  ;  and  that  every  deed, 
c\cc.  thereafter  to  be  made,  &c.  should  be  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void 
as  against  any  subsequent  purchaser,  &c.  for  valuable  consideration, 
unless  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  Herkimer  County,  before  the  recording 
of  the  deed,  &c.  of  the  subsequent  purchaser.  Other  counties  were 
afterwards  substituted  as  places  of  registry. 

It  is  objected  that  Schuyler's  deed  was  first  recorded.  The  answer 
given  is,  he  had  actual  notice  of  Van  Rensselaer's  deed,  which  was  held 
sufficient  as  to  him  in  Jackson,  ex  dem.  Gilbert  v.  Burgott,  10  Johns. 
R.  157.  The  point  was  there  very  fully  examined  by  Chief  Justice 
Kent,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  import  of  the 
word-  )>>' '/-chaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  was  considered  synony- 
mous with  bona  fide  purchaser.  And  it  was  held  that  actual  notice 
takes  away  bona  fides  as  effectually,  under  this  Act,  as  under  the 
General  Registry  Act.  The  position  wras  never  doubted  as  to  the  latter, 
and  was  so  expressly  adjudged  in  Jackson,  ex  dem.  Merrick  v.  Post, 
15  Wendell,  588.  The  case  of  Jackson  v.  Burgott  turned  on  the  very 
points  arising  out  of  the  identical  Statute  on  which  the  titles  of  these 
parties  depend.  The  court  held,  1.  that  actual  notice  was  equivalent 
Sjistry,  and  2.  that  this  was  so  as  well  at  law  as  in  equity.  That 
>  in  equity  is  admitted  by  the  English  courts  in  respect  to  the 
Middlesex  Registry  Act,  7  Anne,  ch.  20,  §  1,  which  was  the  model  of 
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this  Military  Registry  Act ;  though  the  King's  Bench  in  Doe  ex  dem. 
Robinson  v.  AUsop,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  142,  refused  to  import  the  equi- 
table doctrine  into  a  court  of  law.  This  is  but  little  more,  probably, 
than  a  dispute  about  form  ;  at  any  rate,  it  is  enough  for  us  to  see  that 
the  contrary  has  been  long  settled  in  this  court. 

But  it  is  said  that  Clark  bought  of  Schuyler  on  the  faith  of  finding 
that  his  deed  was  first  recorded,  and  that  he  shall  not  be  holden  to  look 
farther,  and  run  the  hazard  of  actual  notice  to  Schuyler.  In  Jackson 
ex  dem.  Merrick  v.  Post,  it  was  held  that  the  registry  of  a  deed  is 
notice  to  ever}*  one,  from  the  time  of  its  being  recorded,  even  to  a  pur- 
chaser standing  a  second  or  farther  remove  from  the  common  source  of 
title.  The  same  case  held  that,  having  such  notice,  the  purchaser 
takes  at  the  peril  of  his  immediate  grantor's  title  being  impeached  b}- 
actual  notice,  though  his  deed  was  recorded  previous  to  the  adverse 
one.  This,  it  is  true,  was  under  the  General  Registry  Acts ;  but  if  the 
case  of  Jackson  v.  Burgott  is  to  govern,  the  same  rules  apply  to  deeds 
of  military  bounty  lands.  That  case  holds,  that  actual  notice  is  a  sub- 
stitute for  registry.  Under  both  Acts,  to  entitle  the  purchaser  to  pro- 
tection he  must  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term. 
He  must  not  have  notice  when  he  buys.  If  the  registry  be  notice,  it 
takes  away  bona  fides.  There  is  nothing  to  distinguish  the  two  Acts 
in  regard  to  the  effect  of  registr}'.  By  both  it  is  declared  to  be  no- 
tice in  much  the  same  phraseolog}'.  Under  the  General  Registry  Act 
it  is  declared  that  every  conveyance  not  recorded  shall  be  void  as 
against  any  subsequent  purchaser  i?i  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  whose  conve}'ance  shall  be  first  duly  recorded.  1  R.  S. 
756,  g  1.  The  Act  in  question,  3  R.  S.  188,  §  1,  is,  that  it  "shall  be 
adjudged  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  any  subseqtient  purch<rs<  r,  &c. 
for  valuable  consideration."  The  condition  of  the  subsequent  pur- 
.  as  being  mediate  or  immediate  from  the  common  source  of  title, 
and  his  liability  to  be  affected  with  notice,  must  be  the  same  in  both 
cases.  The  only  question  which  can  arise  is  in  respect  to  the  quality  of 
his  purchase,  the  first  cited  Statute  demanding  bona  fides,  the  latter 
not  doing  so  in  terms. 

New  tri<d  denied.1 

1  Sec,  accord,  Makom  >/  v.  Middleton,  11  Cal.  11  (1*71) ;  Fallau  v.  Pierce,  ::<>  Wis. 
443  (1872);    Cook  v.  French,  'M  Mich.  025  (18'J3);    Woodt  v.   Garnett,  72   Miss.  78 
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MORSE  v.  CURTIS. 
Si  prehe  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1885. 

[Reported  140  Maa$.  112.] 

Morion,  C.  J.  This  is  a  writ  of  entry.  Both  parties  derive  their 
tiUe  from  one  Hall.  On  August  8,  1872,  Hall  mortgaged  the  land  to 
the  demandant  On  September  7,  1875,  Hall  mortgaged  the  land  to 
one  (.'lark,  who  had  notice  of  the  earlier  mortgage.  The  mortgage 
to  Clark  was  recorded  on  January  31,  187G.  The  mortgage  to  the 
demandant  was  recorded  on  September  8.  1876.  On  October  4,  1881, 
(lark  assigned  his  mortgage  to  the  tenant,  who  had  no  actual  notice  of 
the  mortgage  to  the  demandant.  The  question  is  which  of  these  titles 
has  priority. 

The  same  question  was  directly  raised  and  adjudicated  in  the  two 
cases  of  Connecticut  v.  Bradish,  14  Mass.  296,  and  Trull  v.  Bigelow, 
1 6  Mass.  406.  These  adjudications  establish  a  rule  of  property  which 
omiht  not  to  be  unsettled,  except  for  the  strongest  reasons. 

It  is  true,  that,  in  the  later  case  of  Flynt  v.  Arnold,  2  Met.  619, 
Chief  Justice  Shaw  expresses  his  individual  opinion  against  the  sound' 
ness  of  these  decisions ;  but  in  that  case  the  judgment  of  the  court 
was  distinctly  put  upon  another  ground,  and  his  remarks  can  only  be 
considered  in  the  light  of  dicta,  and  not  as  overruling  the  earlier 
adjudications. 

Upon  careful  consideration,  the  reasons  upon  which  the  earlier  cases 
were  decided  seem  to  us  the  more  satisfactory,  because  they  best  fol- 
low the  spirit  of  our  registry  laws  and  the  practice  of  the  profession 
under  them.  The  earliest  registry  laws  provided  that  no  conveyance 
of  land  shall  be  good  and  effectual  in  law  "  against  any  other  person 
or  persons  but  the  grantor  or  grantors,  and  their  heirs  only,  unless  the 
deed  or  deeds  thereof  be  acknowledged  and  recorded  in  manner  afore- 
said."    St.  1783,  c.  37,  §  4. 

Under  this  Statute,  the  court,  at  an  early  period,  held  that  the 
recording  was  designed  to  take  the  place  of  the  notorious  act  of  livery 
of  seisin  ;  and  that,  though  by  the  first  deed  the  title  passed  out  of  the 
grantor,  as  against  himself,  yet  he  could,  if  such  deed  was  not  recorded, 
convey  a  good  title  to  an  innocent  purchaser  who  received  and  recorded 
his  deed.  But  the  court  also  held  that  a  prior  unrecorded  deed  would 
be  valid  against  a  second  purchaser  who  took  his  deed  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  prior  deed,  thus  engrafting  an  exception  upon  the  Statute. 
Reading  of  Judge  Trowbridge,  3  Mass.  575.  Marshall  v.  Fish,  6 
24. 

This  exception  was  adopted  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  fraud  in  the 
second  grantee  to  take  a  deed,  if  he  had  knowledge  of  the  prior  deed. 
As  Chief  Justice  Shaw  forcibly  says,  in  Lawrence  v.  Stratton,  6  Cush. 
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163,  the  rule  is  "put  upon  the  ground,  that  a  party  with  such  notice 
could  not  take  a  deed  without  fraud,  the  objection  was  not  to  the  nature 
of  the  conveyance,  but  to  the  honesty  of  the  taker;  and,  therefore,  if 
the  estate  had  passed  through  such  taker  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
without  fraud,  the  conveyance  was  held  valid." 

This  exception  by  judicial  exposition  was  afterwards  engrafted  upon 
the  Statutes,  and  somewhat  extended,  by  the  Legislature.  Rev.  Sts. 
c.  59,  §  28  ;  Gen.  Sts.  c.  89,  §  3  ;  Pub'  Sts.  c.  120,  §  4.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that,  in  each  of  these  revisions,  it  is  provided  that  an  unre- 
corded prior  deed  is  not  valid  against  any  persons  except  the  grantor, 
his  heirs  and  devisees,  "  and  persons"  having  actual  notice  "  of  it.  The 
reason  why  the  Statute  requires  actual  notice  to  a  second  purchaser,  in 
order  to  defeat  his  title,  is  apparent :  its  purpose  is  that  his  title  shall 
not  prevail  against  the  prior  deed,  if  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  upon 
the  first  grantee;  and  he  could  not  be  guilty  of  such  fraud,  unless  he 
had  actual  notice  of  the  first  deed. 

Now,  in  the  case  before  us,  it  is  found  as  a  fact  that  the  tenant  had 
no  actual  knowledge  of  the  prior  mortgage  to  the  demandant  at  the  time 
he  took  his  assignment  from  Clark  ;  but  it  is  contended  that  he  had 
constructive  notice,  because  the  demandant's  mortgage  was  recorded 
before  such  assignment. 

It  was  held  in  Connecticut  v.  Bradish,  ubi  supra,  that  such  record 
was  evidence  of  actual  notice,  but  was  not  of  itself  enough  to  show 
actual  notice,  and  to  charge  the  assignee  of  the  second  deed  with  a 
fraud  upon  the  holder  of  the  first  unrecorded  deed.  This  seems  to  us  ' 
to  accord  with  the  spirit  of  our  registry  laws,  and  with  the  uniform 
understanding  of  and  practice  under  them  by  the  profession. 

These  laws  not  only  provide  that  deeds  must  be  recorded,  but  they 
also  prescribe  the  method  in  which  the  records  shall  be  kept  and 
indexes  prepared  for  public  inspection  and  examination.  Pub.  Sts.  c 
24,  §§  14-26.  There  are  indexes  of  grantors  and  grantees,  so  that,  in 
searching  a  title,  the  examiner  is  obliged  to  run  down  the  list  of 
grantors,  or  run  backward  through  the  list  of  grantees.  If  he  can 
start  with  an  owner  who  is  known  to  have  a  good  title,  as,  in  the  case 
at  bar,  he  could  start  with  Hall,  he  is  obliged  to  run  through  the  index 
of  grantors  until  he  finds  a  conveyance  by  the  owner  of  the  land  in 
question.  After  such  conveyance,  the  former  owner  becomes  a  stranger 
to  the  title,  and  the  examiner  must  follow  down  the  name  of  the  uew 
owner  to  see  if  he  has  conveyed  the  land,  and  so  on.  It  would  be  a 
h :i r<  1  -.1 1 i p  to  require  an  examiner  to  follow  in  the  indexes  of  grantors 
the  names  of  every  person  who,  at  any  time,  through  perhaps  a  long 
chain  of  title,  was  the  OWnerofthe  land. 

We  «io  n<»t  think  tins  is  the  practical  construction  which  lawyers  and 
conveyancers  have  given  to  our  registry  laws.  The  Inconveniences  of 
such  a  construction  would  be  much  greater  than  would  be  the  incon- 
venience of  requiring  a  person,  who  has  neglected  to  record  his  prior 

deed  lor  a  time,  to  record   it.  and   to  bring  a  bill   in  equity  to  set  aside. 

tin-  subsequent  deed,  if  it  was  taken  Id  fraud  of  his  rights. 
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The  better  rule,  and  the  one  the  least  likely  to  create  confusion  of  titles, 
seem-  to  u>  to  be,  that,  if  a  purchaser,  upon  examining  the  registry, 
find  a  conveyance  from  the  owner  of  the  land  to  his  grantor,  which 
gives  him  a  perfect  record  title  completed  by  what  the  law,  at  the  time 
it  is  recorded,  regards  as  equivalent  to  a  livery  of  seisin,  he  is  entitled 
to  rely  upon  BUch  record  title,  and  is  not  obliged  to  search  the  records 
afterwards,  in  order  to  see  if  there  has  been  any  prior  unrecorded  deed 
of  the  original  owner. 

This  rule  ci'  property,  established  by  the  early  case  of  Connecticut  v. 
Bradish,  ought  not  to  be  departed  from,  unless  conclusive  reasons 
therefor  can  be  shown. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  tenant  has 
the  better  title  ;  and,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  report,  the  verdict 
ordered  for  the  demandant  must  be  set  aside,  and  a 

Neic  trial  granted.1 

P.  II.  Cooncy.  for  the  demandant. 

E.  S.  Mansfield,  for  the  tenant. 


SECTION   IV. 

ESTOPPEL. 


WHITE  v.   PATTEN. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1837. 

[Reported  24  Pick.  324.] 

Writ  of  entry  to  recover  a  messuage  in  Brookline. 

On  a  case  stated,  it  appears,  that  both  parties  claim  under  Isaac 
Thayer. 

The  demandant  derives  his  title  from  a  mortgage  made  to  him  by 
Thayer,  dated  the  30th  of  December,  1833,  and  recorded  on  the  19th 
of  February,  1834,  containing  the  usual  covenants  of  seisin,  war- 
ranty, &c. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  to  the  demandant,  the 
legal  title  was  in  John  Perry,  the  father-in-law  of  Thayer.  Perry  con- 
■  to  Thayer  in  fee  simple,  by  deed  dated  the  20th  of  July,  1834, 
and  delivered  on  the  2d  of  August,  in  the  forenoon. 

The  tenant  derives  his  title  from  a  mortgage  made  to  him  by  Thayer, 
dated  the  21st  of  July,  1834,  and  delivered  on  the  2d  of  August,  1834, 
in  the  afternoon,  containing  the  usual  covenants  of  seisin,  warranty,  &c. 
This  mortgage,  and  the  deed  from  Perry  to  Thayer,  were  left  for  regis- 
try at  the  same  time,  in  the  afternoon  of  the  2d  of  August. 

Dag  v-  Clark,  25  Vt.  397  (1853).     Cf.  Tenn.  Co.  v.  Gardner,  131  Ala.  599 
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Thayer  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  making  the  mortgage  to  the 
demandant,  and  continued  in  possession  until  the  18th  of  Febru- 
ary, 1835,  when  the  demandant  entered  under  his  mortgage;  and 
the  demandant  remained  in  possession,  by  Thayer,  who  became  his 
tenant,  until  Thayer  was  dispossessed  by  Fatteu,  by  a  writ  of  habere 
facias  on  a  judgment  against  Thayer.  The  demandant  had  no  actual 
notice  of  Thayer's  want  of  title,  at  the  time  when  Thayer  conveyed  to 
him,  and  Patten  had  no  actual  notice  of  that  conveyance  at  the  time 
when  Thayer  conveyed  to  Patten. 

Judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  the  demandant  or  the  tenant,  accord- 
ing to  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  foregoing  facts. 

C.  P.  Curtis  and  B.  R.  Curtis,  for  the  demandant.  Thayer  being 
in  possession  and  claiming  to  own  the  fee,  his  deed  to  the  demandant 
gave  a  title  valid  against  all  persons  except  the  true  owner.  Bearce  v. 
Jackson,  4  Mass.  R.  408.  Thayer  is  estopped  to  say,  he  was  not 
seised  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  that  deed  ;  Comstock  v.  Smith, 
13  Pick.  119  ;  and  Patten,  who  claims  under  him,  being  privy  in  estate, 
is  likewise  estopped.  Rawly n's  Case,  4  Coke,  52  ;  Trevivan  v.  Laxc- 
rence,  1  Salk.  276  ;  Right  v.  Bucknell,  2  Barn.  &  Adolph.  278  ;  Coe  v. 
Talcot,  5  Day,  88 ;  Penrose  v.  Griffith,  4  Binney,  231 ;  Carver  v. 
Astor,  4  Peters,  83;  Fairbanks  v.  Williamson,  7  Greenleaf,  97. 
The  moment  Thayer  obtained  a  title  from  Perry,  the  legal  owner,  it 
enured  to  the  use  of  the  demandant  Somes  v.  Skinner,  3  Pick.  52, 
(2d  ed.  and  notes;)   Doe  v.  Oliver,  10  Barn.  &  Cressw.  186. 

Clarke,  for  the  tenant.  Under  our  Statutes,  the  conveyance  by 
Thaj  er  to  Patten,  after  Thayer  had  acquired  the  legal  title,  was  effectual 
against  all  persons.  His  previous  conveyance  was  good.  "  against  the 
grantor  and  his  heirs  only."  St.  1783,  e.  37,  §  1  ;  Revised  Stat.  c.  59, 
?  1.  28;  3  .Mass.  B.  571.  575.  581,  582;  Bates  v.  Nbrcross,  11  Pick. 
Ward  \.  Fuller,  15  Pick.  189;  2  Bl.  Comm.  290;  Pads  v. 
Hayden,  9  Biass.  B.  519.  A  purchaser  does  enough,  bo  far  asregards 
it,.'  acts  "l'  bis  grantor,  if  he  searches  the  records  back  t<>  the  time  when 
the  grantor  acquired  his  title;  if  he  must  go  farther  back,  for  the  pur- 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  grantor  did  not  convey  before  he  had 
a  title,  he  musl  make  the  like  investigation  in  regard  t<>  all  those  through 
whose  hands  the  estate  had  previously  passed  for  a  scries  of  years,  and 
titles  will  possess  no  certainty.  The  recording  of  the  deed  i<>  the  de- 
mandant, therefore,  was  nut  constructive  notice  to  Pattm.  [f  the 
demandant,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  diligence,  bad  examined  the 
records  before  be  took  his  deed,  he  would  have  perceived  that  Thayer 
had  no  title  The  principle  of  estoppel  applies,  in  the  case  of  a  cove- 
nant  of  warranty,  t<>  prevenl  circuity  of  action.  Thayer  is  .stopped  to 
deny  the  demandant's  title,  because  the  demandant  might  sue  him  on 

his  covenant  j  hut  Patten  i-  a  stranger  and  not  liable  to  be  - I  on  any 

covenant,  and  bo  there  Is  no  circuity  of  action.     Blights   Lessee    v. 
7  Wheaton,  547;   M*Orackin\.   Wright,  14  Johns. B.  194 ; 
Somes  v.  Skinner,  ■'>  Pick.  ('>i  ;  Comstock  \.  Smith,  IS  Pick.  119. 
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lYiN  lm,  J.,  afterward  drew  up  the  opinion  of  the  court.     If  the  con- 

rersy  were  between  Thayer  and  White,  it  would  be  perfectly  clear 

that  Thayer  could  not  prevail,  notwithstanding  the  legal  title  were  in 

s.  at  the  lime  when  Thayer  conveyed  to  White.    Thayer,  having 

jequently  acquired  the  Legal  title,  would  be  estopped  to  say  that  he 

was  not  Beised  in  fee  of  the  estate  which  he  had  conveyed  with  warranty 

to  White.     Somes  v.  iS&iwner,  .">  Tick.  60, 

It  is  then  to  be  considered,  whether  the  tenant,  who  claims  the  same 
ite  as  the  grantee  of  Thayer,  by  a  subsequent  conveyance  of  the 
same,  is  estopped  to  say  that  Thayer  was  not  seised,  inasmuch  as 
Thayer  himself  would  be  clearly  so  estopped,  if  he  were  a  party. 

In  1  Salk.  276,  Trevivan  v.  Lawrence  et  <//.,  it  was  held,  that  parties 
and  all  claiming  under  them  were  bound  by  estoppels;  "as  if  a  man 
makes  a  lease  by  indenture  of  1).,  in  which  he  hath  nothing,  and  after- 
wards purchases  1).  in  fee,  and  afterwards  bargains  and  sells  it  to  A. 
and  his  heirs,  A.  shall  be  bound  by  the  estoppel;  and  that  where  the 
estoppel  works  on  the  interest  in  the  land,  it  runs  with  the  land  into 
whose  hands  soever  the  land  comes." 

So  in  6  Mod.  258,  s.  c,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  states  the  case 
thus:  "If  a  man  by  deed  indented  make  a  lease  of  Dale,  reserving 
rent,  in  which  at  that  time  he  has  nothing,  and  afterwards  he  purchases 
Dale,  and  bargains  and  sells  it  to  a  stranger,  the  bargainee  shall  hold 
it  liable  to  the  first  lease,  and  coming  under  him  who  made  the  lease 
shall  be  estopped  to  say  that  the  bargainor  had  nothing  to  let  in  the 
premises  at  the  time  of  the  lease  made  ;  for  this  estoppel  runs  upon  the 
land  and  alters  the  interest  of  it." 

The  case  of  Fairbanks  et  al.  v.  Williamson,  7  Greenleaf,  96,  is  in 
point.  On  the  15th  of  December,  1818,  "Weston  made  a  deed  to 
Webster.  The  demandants  levied  an  execution  upon  the  demanded 
premises  as  belonging  to  Webster,  in  July,  1827,  and  Webster  released 
to  the  demandants  on  the  27th  of  August  following.  When  Weston 
made  his  deed  to  Webster,  he  (Weston)  had  no  title,  but  it  was  in  the 
(  ommonwealth.     But   in   June,  1820,  the   committee   for  the  sale  of 

item  lands  conveyed  the  title  of  the  Commonwealth  to  Weston. 
Weston,  on  the  10th  of  May,  1821,  conveyed  the  demanded  premises 
to  the  tenant  in  fee.  And  it  was  held  that  Weston,  by  his  deed  and 
covenant  (although  it  was  not  of  general  warranty,  as  is  the  case  at  bar) 
va,  estopped  to  make  any  claim  or  title  to  the  land, 'and  that  the  tenant, 
claiming  subsequently  under  Weston,  was  privy  in  estate  and  bound  by 
the  estoppel. 

111.  case  of  Weak  v.  Lower,  Pollexfen,  60,  is  to  the  same  point. 
Where  one  conveyed  by  a  fine  an  estate  which  at  the  time  was  contin- 
gent,  yet  the  party  conveying  was  bound  by  estoppel,  and  when  the 
contingency  happened,  that  "  which  at  the  beginning  was  only  good 
against  him  by  estoppel  would  then  have  been  turned  into  a  good  estate 
and  term  in  interest."  And  p.  66,  per  Lord  Chief  Justice  Hale  :  "  The 
estate  which  coineth  to  the  heir  upon  the  happening  of  the  contingency, 
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feeds  his  estoppel,  and  the  estate  by  estoppel  becometh  an  estate  in 
interest,  and  shall  be  of  the  same  effect  as  if  the  contingency  had  hap- 
pened before  the  fine  levied." 

So  in  the  case  at  bar,  Thayer  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  are  bound  by 
his  deed  with  warranty  to  White.  The  tenant  claims  the  same  estate  as 
the  assignee  or  grantee  of  Thayer  by  a  subsequent  conveyance,  and  the 
tenant  is  concluded,  as  his  grantor  was  concluded,  to  aver  that  Thayer 
had  no  title  when  he  conveyed  to  White.  The  tenant  is  privy  in 
estate. 

Co.  Lit.  352  a.  Privies  in  blood,  as  the  heir,  privies  in  estate,  as  the 
feoffee,  lessee,  &c,  privies  in  law,  comprehending  those  who  come  in 
by  act  in  law  or  in  the  post,  shall  be  bound  and  take  advantage  of 
estoppels. 

Termea  de  la  Ley,  Privy.  "  The  lessees  or  feoffees  are  called  pri- 
vies in  estate,  and  so  are  their  heirs." 

The  conveyance  of  the  title  by  the  deed  of  Perry  to  Thayer,  after  his 
deed  to  White,  turned  the  estoppel  which  bound  Thayer  and  his  heirs 
anil  assigns,  into  a  good  estate  in  interest.  So  that  by  the  operation 
of  law  the  interest  should  be  considered  as  vested  in  him  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  had  been  conveyed  to  Thayer  before  he  conveyed  to 
White.  And  if  that  had  been  the  case  there  could  be  no  question  be- 
tween these  parties  now  before  the  court.  For  White  procured  his  deed 
from  Thayer  to  be  recorded  before  the  tenant  obtained  his  deed  from 
Thayer. 

It  would  be  very  easy  to  multiply  authorities  in  support  of  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  this  case  is  decided,  but  it  is  not  necessary.  The 
court  are  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  and  upon  the  authorities  before 
referred  to,  and  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  demandant,  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  recover.1 


CALDER  v.   CHAPMAN. 

Supreme  Coubt  <»i    Pennsylvania.     18G6. 

[Reported  62  Pa.  350.] 

Erbob  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Wayne  Count}'. 
This  was  .-tii  act  ion  of  ejectment  by  Aimer  Chapman  against  Alex- 
ander Calder,  William   ('.  Mar-hall   and  Walker    .Marshall,  for  a   tract 

of  about  80  acres  of  land.  Israel  Chapman  and  Alexander  ('aider, 
being  the  joint  owners  of  a  large  trait  of  land,  made  partition,  and 
Chapman  conveyed  to  Calder  i i i « -  one-half,  "excepting  from  and  out 
of  the  above  described  premises  the  undivided  two-thirds  pan  of  the 
•  Factory  Lot.'"  Subsequently,  under  proceedings  in  partition.  Chap- 
man acquired  title  to  the  whole  "  Factory  Lot."  Afterwards,  Novem- 
ber l-t.  1853,  Calder  mortgaged  to  the  Marshalls,  defendants,  the 
i  Followed,  Knight  v.  Thayer,  1  JO  Mass.  25(1878);  McCutker  \.  McEvey,  y  R.  L 
528  (1870). 
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whole  tract,  describing  it  by  metes  and  bounds,  which  included  the 
•  •  Factorj  Lot."  The  lot  was  not  excepted  from  the  mortgage.  Chap- 
man having  died,  hi*  executors  conveyed  tfic  "  Factory  Lot"  to  Calder, 
S  tember  21st,  1854.  On  the  5th  of  August,  1858,  a  judgment  was 
recovered  against  Calder,  under  which  the  "  Factory  Lot"  was  sold  to 
Abner  Chapman,  plaintiff,  and  conveyed  to  bim  by  the  sheriff,  Septem- 
ber  4th,  1862.  The  whole  tract  was,  on  the  2d  of  September,  18G2, 
sold  by  the  sheriff  to  the  Marshalls  under  their  mortgage.  Chapman 
then  brought  this  action  of  ejectment. 

On  the  trial,  Barrett,  I\  J.,  charged,  amongst  other  things:  — 
"The  question  raised  is.  Whether  the  '  Factory  Lot'  was  bound  by 
the  mortgage.  As  between  the  parties  it  clearly  would  have  been. 
The  mortgagor  might  have  perfected  his  title  to  the  land  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgagee.  But  we  have  to  deal  with  subsequent  lien-creditors. 
The  judgment  was  entered  against  property  acquired  subsequent  to  the 
mortgage.  It  became  at  once  a  lien.  A  judicial  sale  conveyed  it  clear 
of  any  lien  under  the  mortgage. 

"  As  between  the  lien-creditors  the  judgment  had  preference.  But 
however  that  may  have  been,  it  was  a  judicial  sale,  and  the  title  to  the 
'Factory  Lot'  passed  to  the  plaintiff.  If  Chapman  was  an  innocent 
purchaser,  then  he  took  it  discharged  from  the  lien  of  the  mortgage. 
If  he  was  not,  did  the  record  furnish  him  notice  of  any  lien?  It  must 
have  shown  that  the  title  to  the  lot  was  acquired  subsequently  to  the 
making  and  recording  of  the  mortgage.  This  being  the  fact,  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  must  be  for  the  plaintiff." 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  plaintiff,  this  instruction  was  assigned 
for  error. 

J1  J/.  Crane,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
/S.  E.  Dimmick,  for  defendant  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered,  October  17th,  1866,  by 
Read,  J.  At  the  time  Alexander  Calder  executed  the  mortgage  to 
William  C.  Marshall  and  Walker  Marshall  of  the  30  acres  called  the 
••  Factory  Lot,"  included  in  the  boundaries  of  a  larger  piece  of  land 
embraced  in  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagor  had  no  title  or  estate  of  any 
kind  in  the  said  "  Factory  Lot."  The  mortgage  was  dated  November 
1st.  1853,  and  recorded  on  the  3d. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution,  Israel  Chapman  was  the  undisputed 
owner  of  the  30  acres,  and  he  died  in  July,  1854  ;  and  Abner  Chap- 
man, who  was  one  of  the  sons  of  Israel,  with  the  executors  and  other 
heirs  of  the  said  decedent,  by  deed  dated  September  21st,  1854,  con- 
ed  the  "  Factory  Lot"  to  Alexander  Calder. 
The  judgment  of  Van  Dusen  &   Jagger  against  Alexander  Calder 
was  entered  August  5th,  1858  ;  and,  on  the  23d  of  August,  1862,  the 
•  Factory  Lot"  was  sold  thereon,  by  the  sheriff,  to  Abner  Chapman, 
and  deed  executed  to  him  and  acknowledged  by  the  sheriff,  Septem- 
ber  Itli.  1862;    the  moneys  arising  from  the  said   sale   being  applied 
to  an  earlier  judgment  of  Hornbeck  v.  Calder. 
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The  Marshalls  proceeded  on  the  mortgage,  and  on  the  2d  September, 
18C2,  the  sheriff,  under  levari  facias,  sold  the  larger  tract,  including 
the  thirty-acre  "  Factor}-  Lot,"  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  Marshalls  ;  the 
deed  to  them  was  executed  and  acknowledged  September  4th,  1862. 

The  question  is,  By  these  sales  who  became  the  owner  of  the  "  Fac- 
tory Lot  "?     Was  it  Chapman,  or  the  Marshalls? 

It  is  said,  "  that  if  a  man  sells  and  conveys  land  to  which  he  has  no 
right  or  title,  and  afterwards  buys  or  acquires  the  title  to  the  same 
land,  he  cannot  claim  it  as  against  his  grantee  ;  "  and,  whether  this 
rule  is  based  on  estoppel  or  rebutter,  or  upon  the  equity  as  practised 
in  Pennsylvania  by  which  that  which  ought  to  be  done  is  considered  as 
done,  is  perhaps  immaterial,  as  the  effects  of  our  Recording  Acts  must 
be  the  same  in  either  case. 

This  whole  subject  has  been  fully  ventilated  by  Judge  Hare  in  his 
very  able  note  to  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  Case,  in  2  Smith's  Lead. 
Cas.  pp.  705,  723-4  (ed.  18G6),  and  in  Mr.  Rawle's  excellent  work  on 
Covenants  for  Title  (3d  ed.),  ch.  9  ;  and  perhaps  the  most  succinct 
.statement  of  the  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  the  very  clear  and  lucid 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Nelson,  in  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Kearney,  11 
How.  2'J7.  "It  is  a  doctrine,  therefore,"  said  he,  "when  properly  un- 
derstood and  applied,  that  concludes  the  truth  in  order  to  prevent 
fraud  and  falsehood,  and  imposes  silence  on  a  party  only  where,  in 
conscience  and  honesty,  he  should  not  be  allowed  to  speak." 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  in  searching  for  encumbrances  or  convey- 
ances, the  search  against  Calder  would  begin  with  his  title  from  Chap- 
man, and  the  search  beyond  would  be  against  Chapman  and  those 
through  whom  he  claimed  ;  and  a  search  against  Calder  during  the 
.same  period  would  be  considered  an  utter  absurdity.  If  the  mortgage 
and  the  conveyance  were  ten  years  apart,  the  case  would  only  be  more 
glaring  than  the  one  presented  to  us. 

In  Uhler  v.  Hutchinson,  11  Harris,  11<>,  it  was  held  that  the  holder 
of  an  unrecorded  mortgage,  or  of  a  mortgage  illegally  recorded,  by 
giving  notice  of  its  existence,  at  a  sheriffs  sale  upon  a  judgment,  can- 
not bind  the  estate  mortgaged  in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  at  such  sale, 
where  the  judgment-creditor  bad  no  notice  of  the  mortgage  when  his 
judgment  was  entered.  In  this  case  the  mortgage  bad  a  defective  ac- 
knowledgment.  .so,  where  the  mortgage  is  made  by  an  absolute  con- 
veyance with  a  deed  of  defeasance,  and  the  defeasance  is  unrecorded, 
it  is  decided  that  it  will   be  considered  as  an  unrecorded  mortgage; 

.and  where  the  absolute  deed  ami  the  defeasance  were  recorded  in  the 
same    volume,  on    the   same  day,  and.  though    il    did    DOl    expressly    so 

appear,  mosl  probably  m  juxtaposition,  C.  J.  Gibson  said,  "The  prin- 
ciple applicable  to  them   is  the    smile:   a   creditor   in   search  of  a   cleW 

to  the  title  would  necessarily  Btop  al  a  conveyance  absolute  on  the  face 
of  it,  and  referring  to  nothing  beyond  it.  be  would  bave  no  reason  to 
suspect  that  farther  search  would  had  to  :i  defeasance,  of  which,  not 
lying   in  the  channel   of  the    title,  he   would    not,  though    actually  re- 
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'.  be  in. mi. 1  to  take  notice."     "  If  the  record  of  the  encumbrance 

lay  not  in  the  creditor's  way,   be  was  not  bound  to  notice  it."    Mc- 

/        ',  .  ,  v.  Reeaide,  9  Watts,  510,  511.     And,  in   Luch'a  Appeal,  8 

Wright,  519,  it  was  held  that  mortgages  must  be  recorded  in  raortgage- 

and  arc   not  properly  recorded  in  any  other  species  of  hooks, 

where  they  cannol  he  found  by  means  of  the  mortgage  index.  In  that 
case  the  mortgage  was  recorded  in  the  Book  of  Miscellanies  in  North- 
ampton County,  and  it  was  held  to  he  an  unrecorded  mortgage. 

These  decisions  rule  this  case,  and  there  is  no  hardship  on  the  mort- 
-  ;  for  an  examination  of  the  title  when  they  took  the  mortgage 
must  have  shown  them  Calder  had  no  title  to  the  '"Factory  Lot;"  an 
innocent  creditor  should  not  sutler  for  their  gross  negligence. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


AYER  v.    PHILADELPHIA  BRICK   COMPANY. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1892. 

[Reported  157  Mass.  57.] 

Holmes,  J.  This  is  a  writ  of  entry  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  The 
case  on  the  agreed  facts,  so  far  as  it  needs  to  be  stated,  is  this. 
One  Waterman  made  a  first  mortgage,  and  later  a  second  mortgage. 
The  first  was  foreclosed  and  the  land  subsequently  was  reconveyed  to 
him.  Then  the  holder  of  the  second  mortgage  conveyed  to  a  third 
person,  who  conveyed  to  the  demandant.  The  tenant  is  a  grantee  under 
"Waterman.  The  demandant  argues  that  when  the  premises  came  back 
to  Waterman  his  title  inured  to  the  holders  of  the  second  mortgage  by 
force  of  his  covenant  of  warranty  therein.  Knight  v.  Thayer,  125 
Mass.  25,   27. 

Our  decision  will  turn  on  the  construction  of  the  second  mortgage 
deed.  In  the  granting  part  of  this  deed  the  land  is  stated  to  be  "con- 
veyed subject  to"  a  certain  right  of  drainage,  a  certain  easement,  "and 
the  mortgage  hereinafter  named."  The  covenants  are  as  follows: 
'•And  I,  the  said  grantor,  for  myself  and  my  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  do  covenant  with  the  said  grantees  and  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  that  I  am  lawfully  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  aforegranted 
premises;  that  they  are  free  from  all  encumbrances,  except  a  certain 
mortgage  given  by  me  to  the  Boston  Five  Cents  Savings  Bank,  dated 
March  1,  1872,  to  secure  the  sum  of  forty  thousand  dollars,  the  right 
of  drainage  and  the  easement  aforesaid  ;  that  I  have  good  right  to 
sell  and  convey  the  same  to  the  said  grantees,  and  their  heirs  and  as- 

1  See  Ford  v.  Unity  Church  Society,  120  Mo.  498  (1894). 
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signs  forever,  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  I  will,  and  my  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators  shall,  warrant  and  defend  the  same  to  the  said 
grantees  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  against  the  lawful  claims 
and  demands  of  all  persons,  except  the  right  of  drainage  and  the 
easement  aforesaid." 

The  arguments  on  the  one  side  and  the  other  are  very  evenly  bal- 
anced. If  the  granting  part  of  the  deed  stood  as  now,  and  was  followed 
by  general  covenants  with  no  exceptions,  the  warranty  would  be  held 
to  be  limited  to  what  purported  to  be  conveyed,  that  is,  to  the  land 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  etc.,  and  would  not  extend  to  the  mortgage. 
Broicn  v.  South  Boston  Savings  Bank,  148  Mass.  300,  304.  Free- 
man v.  Foster,  55  Maine,  508.  Jackson  v.  Hoffman,  9  Cowen,  271, 
273.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  granting  part  simply  described  the 
land,  not  mentioning  the  mortgage,  and  the  covenants  were  in  then- 
present  form,  the  warranty  would  extend  to  the  mortgage,  and  the  de- 
mandant would  be  entitled  to  prevail.  Estabrook  v.  Smith,  6  Gray, 
572. 

It  is  argued  in  the  present  case  that  the  words  "the  same,"  in  the 
covenant  of  warranty,  cannot  be  taken  to  mean  only  the  land  subject 
to  the  mortgage,  but  must  mean  the  land  in  view  of  the  exceptions 
in  the  covenant  against  encumbrances.  This  argument  standing  alone 
would  not  impress  us.  The  words  "the  same"  refer  to  "  the  afore- 
granted  premises,"  and  the  construction  of  that  phrase  as  used  in  the 
covenants  is  too  well  settled  to  be  shaken  by  the  fact  that  out  of  exces- 
sive caution  the  grantor  has  repeated  the  limitations  to  his  liability  in 
a  covenant  collateral  to  the  one  under  consideration.  In  Leonard  v. 
Adams,  119  Mass.  366,  the  public  road  subject  to  which  the  fee  was 
granted  was  mentioned  in  the  covenant  against  encumbrances,  but  not 
in  the  covenant  of  warranty,  and  the  same  is  true  of  the  mortgage  in 
Brown  v.  South  Boston  Savings  Bank,  ubi  supra,  and  Lively  v.  Bice, 
150  Mass.  171,  172.  See  also  Linton  v.  Allen,  154  Mass.  432,  436- 
438.  But  beside  the  exceptions  in  the  covenant  against  encumbrances, 
we  have  the  exceptions  in  the  covenant  of  warranty,  and  the  fact  that, 
having  mentioned  the  mortgage  three  lines  before,  and  undertaking 
the  supererogatory  work  of  stating  what  he  does  not  warrant  against, 
the  grantor  now  omits  the  mortgage  from  his  enumeration.  Coupled 
with  this  is  the  further  fact  that  the  present  instrument  is  a  mortgage, 
and  it  may  be  thought  natural  that  a  debtor  should  covenant  to  keep 
his  security  goofl,  even  as  against  paramount  liens.  Rawle  on  Cove- 
nant-,. (5th  ed  I  §  26.     It  may  be  replied  that  the  argument  from  the 

eptions  in  the  covenant  of  warranty  is  the  same  in  kind  as  thai  from 

the  covenant  against  encumbrances,  which,  standing  alone,  we  have 
rejected  ;  that  as  to  the  likelihood  of  a  debtor's  covenanting  to  keep  Ins 
securitv  good,  it  is  to  l>e  remembered  that,  bo  far  as  personal  under- 
takings go,  be  has  promised  to  pay  the  debt,  and  thai  the  covenant  to 
warrant  against  a  prior  mortgage  adds  little  except  the  possibility  of 
some  unforeseen,  undesirable,  and  unjust  complication  of  title  like  the 
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present.  So  far  aa  it  would  tend  to  prevent  a  collusive  foreclosure  of 
the  prior  mortgage  and  a  subsequent  conveyance  to  the  debtor,  the 
personal  Liability  of  the  debtor  would  be  enough  to  prevent  his  attempt- 
ing to  work  out  a  fraudulent  scheme,  if  he  had  one,  in  that  way.  Also 
it  may  be  thought  undesirable  to  make  refined  distinctions  in  the  settled 
construction  of  **  aforegran  ted  premises  "in  the  covenants.  And  our 
attention  is  called  to  the  fact  that  in  the  power  to  sell  "  the  granted 
premises  "  the  words  quoted  can  only  mean  the  land  subject  to  the  first 
mortgage.  Donohue  v.  Chase,  130  Mass.  137.  Dearnaley  v.  Chase, 
186  Mass  288.  It'  there  are  no  exceptions  in  the  covenant  of  warranty, 
the  latter  considerations  might  prevail.  But  when  the  grantor  saj's 
that  he  will  warrant  and  defend  "  against  the  lawful  claims  and  de- 
mands of  all  persons,  except  the  right  of  drainage  and  the  easement 
aforesaid,"  a  majority  of  the  court  feel  bound  to  take  his  words  as  bind- 
ing him  to  warrant  against  the  prior  mortgage,  and  to  say  that  in  the 
covenants  of  this  deed,  at  least,  the  phrase  "  aforegranted  premises" 
manifestly  is  not  used  in  an  artificial  sense,  but  means  the  land.  The 
only  question  for  us  is  what  the  parties  saw  fit  to  say  in  the  particular 
case,  and  on  the  whole  we  are  of  opinion  that  their  words  require  the 
interpretation  which  we  have  given  to  them. 

Judgment  for  demandant. 

W.  G.  Russell  and  F.  W.  Kittredge,  for  the  demandant 

H.  G.  Parker  and  E.  L.  Band,  for  the  tenant. 


AYER  v.   PHILADELPHIA  BRICK  COMPANY. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  op  Massachusetts.     1893. 

[Reported  159  Mass.  84.] 

Holmes,  J.  When  this  case  was  before  us  the  first  time,  157  Mass. 
57,  it  was  assumed  b}*  the  tenant  that  the  only  question  wa3  whether 
the  covenant  of  warrant}-  in  the  second  mortgage  should  be  construed 
as  warranting  against  the  first  mortgage.  No  attempt  was  made  to 
deny  that,  if  it  was  so  construed,  the  title  afterwards  acquired  by  the 
mortgagor  would  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  second  mortgagee  under 
the  established  American  doctrine.  The  tenant  now  desires  to  reopen 
the  agreed  facts  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  after  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  in  the  second  mortgage,  and  before  he  repurchased  the  land, 
the  mortgagor  went  into  bankruptcy  and  got  his  discharge.  The  judge 
below  ruled  that  the  discharge  was  immaterial,  and  for  that  reason 
alone  declined  to  reopen  the  agreed  statement,  and  the  case  comes 
before  us  upon  an  exception  to  that  ruling. 

The  tenant's  counsel  frankly  avow  their  own  opinion  that  the  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy  makes  no  difference.     But  they  say  that  the 


SECT.  IV.]  AYER   V.    PHILADELPHIA   BRICK    COMPANY.  367 

inuring  of  an  after  acquired  title  by  virtue  of  a  covenant  of  warranty 
must  be  due  either  to  a  representation  or  to  a  promise  contained  in 
the  covenant,  and  that  if  it  is  due  to  the  former,  which  they  deem  the 
correct  doctrine,  then  the}-  are  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  agreed 
statement  of  facts  as  it  stands,  on  the  ground  that  there  can  be  no 
estoppel  by  an  instrument  when  the  truth  appears  on  the  face  of  it, 
and  that  in  this  case  the  deed  showed  that  the  grantor  was  conveying 
land  subject  to  a  mortgage.  If,  however,  contrary  to  their  opinion, 
the  title  inures  by  reason  of  the  promise  in  the  covenant,  or  to  prevent 
circuity  of  action,  then  they  say  the  provision  is  discharged  by  the 
discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

However  anomalous  what  we  have  called  the  American  doctrine  may 
be,  as  argued  by  Mr.  Rawle  and  others  (Rawle  on  Covenants,  (5th  ed.) 
§§  247  et  seg.),  it  is  settled  in  this  State  as  well  as  elsewhere.  It  is 
settled  also  that  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  has  no  effect  on  this  opera- 
tion of  the  covenant  of  warranty  in  an  ordinary  deed  where  the  warranty 
is  coextensive  with  the  grant.  Hush  v.  Coojw,  18  How.  82.  Hiiss  v. 
Alpaugh,  118  Mass.  369,  376.  Gibbsv.  Thayer,  6  Cush.  30.  Cole  v. 
Raymond,  9  Gray,  217.  Rawle  on  Covenants,  (5th  ed.)  §  251.  It 
would  be  to  introduce  further  technicality  into  an  artificial  doctrine 
if  u  different  rule  should  be  applied  where  the  conveyance  is  of  land 
subject  to  a  mortgage  against  which  the  grantor  covenants  to  warrant 
and  defend.  No  reason  has  been  offered  for  such  a  distinction,  nor 
do  we  perceive  any. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  operation  of  the  covenant  must  be  rested 
on  some  general  principle,  and  cannot  be  left  to  stand  simply  as  an 
unjustified  peculiarity  of  a  particular  transaction  without  analogies 
elsewhere  in  the  law,  and  that  this  general  principle  can  be  found 
only  in  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  representation,  if  it  is  held,  as  the 
cases  cited  and  many  others  show,  that  the  estoppel  does  not  depend 
on  personal  liability  for  damages.  Rawle  on  Covenants,  (5th  ed.) 
§  251. 

It'  the  American  rule  is  an  anomaly,  it  gains  no  strength  by  being 
referred  to  a  principle  which  docs  not  justify  it  in  fact  and  by  sound 
reasoning.  The  title  may  be  said  to  inure  by  way  of  estoppel  when 
explaining  the  reason  why  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  does  not  affect 
this  operation  of  the  warranty  ;  but  if  so,  the  existence  of  the  estoppel 
docs  not  rest  on  the  prevention  of  fraud  or  on  the  fact  of  a  represen- 
tation actually  believed  to  be  true.  It  is  a  technical  effeel  of  .1  tech- 
nical representation,  the  extent  of  which  is  determined  by  the  scope 
of  the  words  devoted  to  making  it.  A  subsequent  title  would  inure 
to  the  grantee  when  the  grant  was  of  an  unencumbered  fee  although 
the  parties  agreed  by  parol  that  there  was  a  mortgage  outstanding; 
(Chamberlain  v.  Afeeder,  16  N-  II.  881,  884;  tee  Jenkins  v.  OoUard% 
145  U.  s.  .")p;,  ;,t;<):)  and  this  shows  thai  the  estoppel  is  determined 

by  the  scope  of  the  conventional  assertion,  not  by  any  question  of 
fraud  or  of  actual  belief.     But  the  scope  of  the  conventional  assertion 
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is  determined  by  the  scope  *>f  the  warranty  which  contains  it.  Usually 
the  warranty  is  of  what  is  granted,  and  therefore  the  scope  of  it  is 
determined  by  the  Bcope  of  the  description.  But  this  is  not  necessa- 
rily BO  ;  and  when  the  warranty  says  that  the  grantor  is  to  be  taken  a3 
assuring  von  that  he  owns  and  will  defend  yon  in  the  unencumbered 
fee,  it  (lues  not  matter  that  by  the  same  deed  he  avows  the  assertion 
not  to  be  tlie  fact.  The  warrant}'  is  intended  to  flx  the  extent  of 
responsibility  assumed,  and  by  that  the  grantor  makes  himself  answer- 
able for  the  fact  being  true.  In  short,  if  a  man  by  a  deed  says,  I 
hereby  estop  myself  to  deny  a  fact,  it  does  not  matter  that  he  recites 
as  a  preliminary  that  the  fact  is  not  true.  The  difference  between  a 
warranty  and  an  ordinary  statement  in  a  deed  is,  that  the  operation 
and  effect  of  the  latter  depends  on  the  whole  context  of  the  deed, 
whereas  the  warranty  is  put  in  for  the  express  purpose  of  estopping 
the  grantor  to  the  extent  of  its  words.  The  reason  "  why  the  estoppel 
should  operate,  is,  that  such  was  the  obvious  intention  of  the  parties." 
Blake  v.  Tucker,  12  Vt.  39,  45. 

If  a  general  covenant  of  warranty  following  a  conveyance  of  only 
the  grantor's  right,  title,  and  interest  were  made  in  such  a  form  that 
it  was  construed  as  more  extensive  than  the  conveyance,  there  would 
be  an  estoppel  coextensive  with  the  covenant.  See  JBlanchard  v. 
Brooks,  12  Pick.  47,  66,  67;  Bigelow,  Estoppel,  (5th  ed.)  403.  So 
in  the  case  of  a  deed  by  an  heir  presumptive  of  his  expectancy  with 
a  covenant  of  warranty.  In  this  case,  of  course,  there  is  no  pretence 
that  the  grantor  has  a  title  coextensive  with  his  warrant}*.  Trull  v. 
nan,  3  Met.  121,  124.  In  Lincoln  v.  Emerson,  108  Mass.  87, 
a  first  mortgage  was  mentioned  in  the  covenant  against  encumbrances 
in  a  second  mortgage,  but  was  not  excepted  from  the  covenant  of 
warranty.  The  title  of  the  mortgagor  under  a  foreclosure  of  the  first 
mortgage  was  held  to  inure  to  an  assignee  of  the  second  mortgage. 
Here  the  deed  disclosed  the  truth,  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  tenant's 
argument  it  cannot  matter  what  part  of  the  deed  discloses  the  truth, 
unless  it  should  be  suggested  that  a  covenant  of  warranty  cannot  be 
made  more  extensive  than  the  grant,  which  was  held  not  to  be  the 
law  in  our  former  decision.  See  also  Calvert  v.  Sebright,  15  Beav. 
156,   160. 

The  question  remains  whether  the  tenant  stands  better  as  a  pur- 
chaser without  actual  notice,  assuming  that  he  had  not  actual  notice 
of  the  second  mortgage. 

••It  has  been  the  settled  law  of  this  Commonwealth  for  nearly  forty 
years,  that,  under  a  deed  with  covenants  of  warranty  from  one  capable 
of  executing  it,  a  title  afterwards  acquired  by  the  grantor  inures  by 
way  of  estoppel  to  the  grantee,  not  only  as  against  the  grantor,  but 
also  as  against  one  holding  by  descent  or  grant  from  him  after  acquir- 
ing the  new  title.  Somes  v.  Skinner,  3  Pick.  52.  White  v.  Patten, 
k.  324.  Russ  v.  Alpauf/h,  118  Mass.  369,  376.  We  are  aware 
that  this  rule,  especially  as  applied  to  subsequent  grantees,  while  fol- 


SECT.  V.]  DAY  V.   MUNSON.  369 

lowed  in  some  States,  has  been  criticised  in  others.  See  Rawle  on 
Covenants,  (4th  ed.)  427  et  seq.  But  it  has  been  too  long  established 
and  acted  on  in  Massachusetts  to  be  changed,  except  by  legislation." 
Knight  v.  Thayer,  125  Mass.  25,  27.  See  Powers  v.  Patten,  71 
Maine,  583,  587,  589;  McCuskerv.  McEvey,  9  R.  I.  528;  Tefft  v. 
Munson,  57  N.  Y.  97. 

It  is  urged  for  the  tenant  that  this  rule  should  not  be  extended. 
But  if  it  is  a  bad  rule,  that  is  no  reason  for  making  a  bad  exception 
to  it.  As  the  title  would  have  inured  as  against  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser from  the  mortgagor  had  his  deed  made  no  mention  of  the 
mortgage,  and  as  by  our  decision  his  covenant  of  warranty  operates 
by  way  of  estoppel  notwithstanding  the  mention  of  the  mortgage,  no 
intelligible  reason  can  be  stated  why  the  estoppel  should  bind  a  pur- 
chaser without  actual  notice  in  the  former  case,  and  not  bind  him  in 
the  latter. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  demandant  is  en- 
titled to  judgment.  Our  conclusion  is  in  accord  with  the  decision  in 
a  very  similar  case  in  Minnesota.  Sandwich  Manuf.  Co.  v.  Zellmer, 
48  Minn.  408. 

Exceptions  overruled. 

IT.  G.  Parker  and  J.  C.  Gray,  (E.  L.  Rand  with  them,)  for  the 
tenant. 

W.  G.  Russell  and  F.  W.  Eittredge,  for  the  demandant. 


SECTION   V. 

MARSHALLING. 


DAY   v.   MUNSON. 

Supreme  Court  of  Ohio.     18G3. 

[Reported  11  Ohio  St.  488.] 

T'i  SERVED  in  the  District  Court  of  Cuyahoga  County. 

This  action  was  instituted  by  the  plaintiffs,  t<>  enforce  the  liens  which 
they  claim  were  secured  to  them  by  two  mortgages  upon  certain  chattel 
property,  executed  by  the  defendants,  Munson  &  spear,  to  secure  cer- 
tain Indebtedness  to  them. 

The  ( leveland  Taper  Mill  ( lompany,  us  the  assignee  of  'I'.  I-  Wilcox, 

to    whom     a     mortgage    Was    executed     upon     the     -Mine     properly   sllhslail- 

tially, and  Younglove  A:  Hoyt, who  likewise  received  from  Baid  .Munson 
&  Spear  a  mortgage  on  the  same  property,  were,  among  others,  made 
parties. 

The  dates,  times  of  Sling  ami  refiling,  ami  the  amounts  due  <>n   ca.li 
vol.  vi.  — 24 
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of  tlu 'so  mortgages,  on  the day  of  September,  1861,  as  found  by 

the  District  Court,  are  aa  follows:  — 

l.  First  mortgage  to  the  plaintiffs,  dated  December  12,  1857,  filed 
February   16,  1858;  re-filed  March  22,  1859;  amount  8995. 

-     .ml  mortgage  to  the  plaintiffs,  dated  July  3,  1858,  filed  July  6, 
L858;  lviileil  .luh  7.  1859;  amount  $467.56. 

8.  Mortgage  to  Wilcox,  dated  July  G,  1858,  filed  July  6,  1858;  re- 
filed  .July  1.  1859;  amount  854.17. 

1.  Mortgage  to  Ybunglove  &  Iloyt,  dated  October  28,  1858,  filed 
October  28,  1858;  reflled  October  14,  1859;  amount  $949. 75. 

The  pleadings  and  the  findings  of  the  District  Court,  show  that  the 
Wilcos  mortgage  had  originally  been  given,  with  full  knowledge,  on 
the  part  of  Wilcox,  of  plaintiffs'  mortgages,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
$1000,  due  from  Munson  &  Spear;  that  on  the  30th  December,  1858, 
Wilcox  assigned  said  mortgage  to  defendant  Warren  to  secure  the 
amount  then   due   Warren    from   Wilcox   (which  the   court  found,  as 

above,   to  amount  to  $54.17,  on  the day  of  September,   1861), 

also,  to  secure  any  future  advances  which  Warren  might  make  for 
"Wilcox,  or  liabilities  which  he  might  incur  for  him.  That,  on  the  first 
of  January,  1859,  Wilcox  became  the  purchaser  of  the  property  from 
Munson,  subject  to  the  above  mortgages,  and  agreeing  to  pay  them  off, 
except  the  one  to  himself.  That,  about  September,  1859,  Warren  made 
advances  for  Wilcox,  or  became  liable  for  him  to  the  amount,  with  in- 

tere8l   to  Baij  day  of  September,  1861,  of  $408.44.     That  the 

remainder  of  the  W'ilcox  mortgage  was,  subsequent  to  the  commence- 
iu.  nt  of  this  suit,  assigned  by  Warren,  at  the  request  of  Wilcox,  to 
the  Lake  Erie  Paper  Mill  Company,  who  are  now  the  owners  of  any 
benefit  that  may  be  derived  therefrom. 

The  amount  which  may  ultimately  be  realized  from  the  mortgaged 
property,  is  yet  uncertain;  but  there  is  reason  to  apprehend  that  the 
proceeds  of  its  sale  will  be  insufficient  to  discharge  the  amount  due  to 
the  plaintiffs  on  their  two  mortgages,  the  amount  found  due  to  Warren, 
as  the  assignee  of  the  Wilcox  mortgage,  and  the  amount  due  Young- 
love  &  Hoyt  under  their  mortgage.  And  with  a  view  to  the  adjust- 
ment and  determination  of  the  respective  priorities  of  these  mortgagees, 
the  questions  of  law  arising  upon  the  facts  found  by  the  District  Court, 
and  shown  by  the  pleadings,  have  beeu  reserved  for  the  decision  of  this 
court. 

Hitchcock,  Mason,  and  Estep,  for  plaintiffs. 
Backus  and  Noble,  for  Younglove  &  Hoyt. 

>•  Mir.  J.  The  first-question  arising  in  this  case  is,  whether  by  force 
of  the  Statute,  the  plaintiffs'  mortgages,  upon  the  failure  to  refile  them 
within  one  year  from  the  time  of  the  first  filing,  became  void  as  against 

STonnglove  &  lioyt,  whose  mortgage  was  executed  and  filed  within  the 
I   who  received  the   same  without  actual  notice  of  plaintiffs' 
mortgag 

The  fourth  section  of  the  Act  requiring  mortgages  or  bills  of  sale  of 
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personal  property  to  be  deposited  with  township  clerks,  provides  that, 
"  Every  mortgage  so  filed,  shall  be  void,  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
person  making  the  same,  or  against  subsequent  purchasers  or  mort- 
gagees in  good  faith,  after  the  expiration  of  one  jear  from  the  filing 
thereof  unless,  within  thirty  days  next  preceding  the  expiration  of  the 
said  term  of  one  year,  a  true  copy  of  such  mortgage,  together  with  a 
statement  exhibiting  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee  in  the  property  at 
the  time  last  aforesaid,  claimed  by  virtue  of  such  mortgage,  shall  be 
again  filed  in  the  office,"  &c.     S.  &  C.  St.  476. 

The  first  section  of  the  same  Act  provides  that  mortgages  of  goods 
and  chattels,  not  accompanied  by  delivery,  and  followed  by  actual  and 
continued  change  of  possession,  shall  be  void  as  against  creditors,  and 
subsequent  purchasers,  aud  mortgagees  in  good  faith,  unless  the  mort- 
gage, or  a  true  copy  thereof,  shall  be  forthwith  deposited,  &c. 

The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon  the  proper  construction  and 
meaning  of  the  expression  "  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  in 
good  faith,"  as  used  in  these  sections. 

It  is  well  settled,  in  New  York,  under  a  Statute  substantially  similar, 
and  from  which  our  own  has  been  mainly  copied,  that  to  constitute 
"good  faith"  on  the  part  of  the  subsequent  mortgagee,  there  must  be 
the  absence  of  actual  notice  of  the  existence  of  the  prior  mortgage. 
And  so  it  was  held  by  this  court,  in  Paine  etal.  v.  Mason  </  "/.,  7 
Ohio  St.  Rep.  198.  In  that  case,  it  was  also  held,  that  constructive 
notice  alone,  of  the  prior  mortgage,  would  not  constitute  mala  fides  on 
the  part  of  the  subsequent  mortgagee ;  and  that  as  against  him,  the 
priority  of  the  first  mortgage  could  not  be  retained,  without  refiling 
pursuant  to  Statute. 

That  decision,  unless  overruled,  must  be  fatal  to  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  this  case.  We  are  accordingly  asked  to  reconsider  the 
question  tints  decided,  on  the  ground  that  the  court,  in  that  ease,  as- 
Btimed,  without  full  consideration,  that  the  term  "  subsequent"  in  each 
of  these  sections  had  relation  to  the  Bame  thing;  that  is,  to  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage  declared  to  be  void  ;  whereas  the  policy 
of  the  Statute  requires  the  term  "  subsequent,"  in  the  fourth  section  of 
the  Act,  to  be  construed  as  relating  to  the  expiration  of  the  \  ear  withiu 
which  the  refiling  is  required.  And  in  support  of  this  view,  we  are 
referred  to  the  case  of  Meack  v.  Patchen,  1  Kernan,  71,  in  which  it 
w.is  bo  held  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York  (Mitchell,  J.,  dis- 
senting). The  decision  of  the  majority  of  the  court,  iu  that  case,  is 
supported  by  reasoning,  which  is,  certainly,  not  without  force.  But  it 
[b  a  construction  given  to  the  Statute  after  its  adoption  in  this  State, 
and  in  opposition  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  Justice  Cowen,  in  Greg- 
ory v.  Thomas,  -">  Wend.  19,  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Statute 

in    thfa    State.     This   latter  opinion,   it   i^   line,  was  of  an   obiter  char- 
acter, but   I  am  not    :iwaie  of  :iny  New  York   decision   to   the   contrary, 

prior  to  the  enactment  of  our  own  statute.  Subsequent  decisions, 
which  could  not  have  been  before  the  mind  of  the  Legislature,  can 
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throw  do  light  on  its  intentions.  Besides,  the  phraseology  of  the 
fourth  section  of  the  Statute  of  this  State  differs  somewhat  from  that 
«>!'  the  corresponding  Bection  in  the  New  York  Act,  and  is  such  that 
the  trim  " subsequent,'!  in  the  fourth  section,  cannot  well  be  regarded 
a<  referring  to  any  later  point  of  time  than  the  original  filing  of  the 
mortgage.  The  language  is,  "  Every  mortgage  so  filed  shall  be  void, 
gainsl  the  creditors  of  the  person  making  the  same,  or  against 
subsequent  purchasers  or  mortgagees  in  good  faith,"  &c.  Subsequent 
to  what?  The  phraseology  would  import,  subsequent  to  the  making, 
or  to  the  filing  y>l'  the  mortgage,  which  are  the  only  acts  previously 
spoken  of.  As  the  term  refers  clearly  to  the  making  of  the  mortgage 
in  the  Bret  section,  it  should  not,  without  strong  reason,  be  differently 
construed  in  the  fourth.  And  we  think  it  by  no  means  clear,  that  the 
policy  of  the  Act  designed  to  place  a  mere  creditor  on  a  better  foot- 
ing than  a  b<>na  fide  mortgagee,  in  respect  to  the  laches  of  a  prior 
mortgage    . 

Where  a  subsequent  mortgage  is  taken  in  good  faith,  and  without 
actual  notice  of  a  prior  one,  no  satisfactory  reason  is  perceived,  why 
the  rights  of  its  owner  should  depend  on  the  fact  of  its  date  being  one 
day  before,  or  one  day  after,  the  laches  of  the  first  mortgagee.  In 
either  case,  the  Statute  may  reasonably  have  intended,  that  such  laches 
should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  specific  lienholder,  as  well  as  to  that 
of  the  mere  creditor. 

Besides,  no  disapprobation  of  the  construction  given  to  the  Statute, 
in  the  case  of  Paine  v.  Mason,  has  been  indicated  by  any  subsequent 
slation  ;  and  when  to  this  acquiescence  we  add  the  further  consid- 
eration, that  a  decision  which  has  become  known,  and  been  acted  on  as 
an  established  rule  of  property,  should  not  be  lightly  overruled,  and 
the  law  be  thereby  rendered  uncertain,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  former 
decision  of  this  question  should  stand  as  the  law  of  this  State,  until 
changed  by  legislative  authority. 

The  case,  then,  stands  thus  :  The  plaintiffs'  mortgages,  not  having 
been  reiiled,  pursuant  to  Statute,  are  void  as  to  Younglove  &  Hoyt, 
the  third  mortgagees;  but  the  plaintiffs  retain  their  priority  of  lien 
over  Warren,  who  holds  under  Wilcox,  the  second  mortgagee,  and 
whose  mortgage  was  taken  with  actual  notice  of  the  plaintiffs'  prior 
mortgages.  Warren's  lien  under  the  Wilcox  mortgage  has  priority 
over  that  of  the  third  mortgagees,  and  is  not  to  be  affected  by  the 
laches  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs'  mortgages  are,  then,  not  to 
affect  the  rights  of  the  third  mortgagees ;  nor  is  the  laches  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  second  mortgagee;  and  whatever 
rights  these  conditions  leave  to  the  plaintiffs  they  still  retain.  The  re- 
sult will  be,  if  the  fund  is  insufficient  for  the  discharge  of  all  mort- 
gages, that  the  third  mortgagees,  Younglove  &  Hoyt,  are  entitled  to 
so  much  of  the  fund  as  would  be  applicable  on  their  mortgage,  after 
satisfying  Warren's  prior  lien.  Warren  is  entitled  to  so  much  of  the 
fund  as  would  be  applicable  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  leaving 
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the  third  mortgage  out  of  the  question,  and  preserving  the  plaintiffs' 
priority  of  lien.     And  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  residue. 

The  case  will,  therefore,  be  remanded  to  the  District  Court,  for  de- 
cree and  distribution  pursuant  to  the  foregoing  opinion  of  this  court, 
and  for  such  further  decree  as  may  become  necessaiy. 

Buixkeriioff,  C.  J.,  and  Wilder  and  White,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Ranxet,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel,  did  not  sit  in  this  case. 


SAYRE  v.   HEWES. 

Court  of  Chancery  and  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of 
New  Jersey.1     1880,  1881. 

[Reported  32  N.  J.  Eq.  652  ;  33  N.  J.  Eq.  552.] 

Ox  final  hearing  on  bill,  answer  and  proofs. 

Mr.  Joseph  <'<wlt,  for  complainant 

Mr.  James  W.  Field,  for  defendant  Francis  M.  Hoag. 

The  Vice-Chancellor.  [Van  Fleet.]  This  is  a  strife  for  posi- 
tion. The  facts  material  to  the  controvers\-  are  as  follows  :  On  the 
3d  of  December,  1877,  Mrs.  Margaret  V.  Ilewes  executed  a  chattel 
mortgage  on  certain  chattels,  then  being  in  a  building  in  the  city  of 
Newark,  to  Francis  M.  Hoag,  and  the  mortgage  was,  on  the  same 
day,  filed  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  the  county  of  Essex  ;  a  second 
mortgage  on  the  same  chattels  was  executed  by  Mrs.  Ilewes  to  Fred- 
erick Fisher,  Febniary  14th,  1878,  which  was  filed  March  2d,  1878,  in 
the  office  of  the  register  of  Hudson  County  ;  a  third  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted by  Mrs.  Ilewes  to  the  complainant  (Edward  Sayre),  on  the  same 
chattels,  February  25th,  1878,  which  was  also  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
register  of  Hudson  County  on  the  day  of  its  date;  on  the  27th  of 
February,  L878,  the  complainant  recovered  a  judgmenl  against  Mrs. 
H  ,  by  confession,  in  the  Essex  County  Circuit  Court,  and  another 

Judgment  was  recovered  against  her,  by  confession,  in  the  same  court, 
by  Albert  II.  Ilewes,  on  the  2d  of  March,  1878.  Executions  were  im- 
mediately issued  upon  these  judgments,  and  levies  made  upon  the 
chattels  covered  by  the  three  mortgages.  Albert  EL  Hewes  assigned 
bis  judgment  to  the  complainant  immediately  after  its  recovery.  No 
consideration  was  paid  for  the  assignment  The  complainant,  and 
Frederick  Fisher  knew,  when  they  received  the  mortgages  made  to 
them,  that  Mrs.  Hewes  had  previously  executed  a  mortgage  to  Mr. 
Hoag.    They  arc  subsequent  mortgagees  with  notice  <>f  the  antecedent 

moil. 

Neither  of  the  complainant's  securities  is  founded  on  a  debl  actually 
existing  at  the  time  it  was  obtained.    Both  were  given  for  the  same 
i  In  the  Utter  court  suh  turn,  II  ig  v,  8ayre, 
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purpose.  The  complainant  had  become  surety  tor  Mrs.  Hewes,  on  a  bond 
given  by  her  to  the  ordinary,  in  1874,  on  obtaining  a  letter  of  guardi- 
anship for  one  of  her  children.  The  mortgage  executed  to  him,  :\\u\ 
the  judgment  recovered  by  him,  were  intended,  as  he  testifies,  to 
Becure  him  against  loss  in  consequence  of  his  contract  of  suretyship  for 
her.  Prior  to  getting  these  securities,  he  had  paid  nothing  on  account 
of  that  contract;  he  neither  paid  anything,  nor  expressly  bound  him- 
self to  Btand  as  principal  in  that  contract,  at  the  time  he  obtained  these 
securities,  and  he  has  paid  nothing  since,  nor  incurred  any  new  or 
additional  obligation.  The  mortgage  and  judgment  were  without  other 
consideration  than  the  complainant's  contingent  liability  as  such  surety. 
No  debt  actually  existed  at  the  time  they  were  obtained,  and  none 
ibsequently  been  created.  In  the  papers,  the  complainant  lias 
styled  himself  trustee  of  Mrs.  Ilewcs's  ward,  but  his  act,  in  this  respect, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  is  a  mere  piece  of  assumption.  As  surety  of  the 
guardian,  he  had  no  authority  to  constitute  himself  trustee  of  her  ward, 
and  thus,  in  virtue  of  his  own  act,  without  paying  anything,  or  binding 
himself  to  bear  the  whole  burden  of  her  obligation,  put  himself  in  a 
position  where  he  is  entitled  to  be  recognized  against  other  lien- 
holders,  as  a  creditor  invested  with  the  rights  of  the  ward.  While 
Mrs.  Hewes  remained  guardian,  she  was  the  sole  representative  of  the 
ward,  and  her  sureties  had  no  right,  in  virtue  of  their  liability  for  her, 
to  assume  the  position  of  creditors  against  her  in  respect  to  her  ward's 
estate. 

The  mortgages,  it  will  be  observed,  were  filed  in  different  counties 
—  those  given  to  the  complainant  and  Mr.  Fisher  having  been  filed  in 
Hudson,  and  that  given  to  Mr.  Iloag,  in  Essex.  The  chattels  mort- 
gaged were,  at  the  time  the  mortgages  were  executed,  in  the  county  of 
Essex.  The  residence  of  the  mortgagor  is  in  dispute;  but  the  evi- 
dence, I  think,  leaves  little  ground  for  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  where 
it  must  be  adjudged  to  have  been.  The  mortgagor's  husband  died  in 
At  the  time  of  his  death  his  residence  was  in  Kearney  Town- 
ship. Hudson  County.  The  mortgagor,  after  his  death,  continued  to 
occupy  the  house  in  which  he  had  resided.  She  spent  portions  of  each 
winter  thereafter,  up  to  the  winter  of  1876  and  1877,  in  the  city  of 
Newark,  sometimes  taking  a  house,  and  at  others  three  or  four  rooms, 
but  keeping  her  dwelling  in  Kearney  open,  and  she  and  her  family 
there  whenever  they  chose.  She  continued  to  reside  in  her 
in  Kearney  during  the  whole  of  the  winter  of  1877  and  1878, 
and  on  the  day  Mr.  Iloag's  mortgage  was  executed,  she  walked  from 
her  house  in  Kearney  to  Newark  to  execute  it.  If  it  be  taken  as 
true  that,  when  she  executed  this  mortgage,  she  declared  Newark  to  be 
the  place  of  her  residence  (the  weight  of  the  evidence  does  not,  how- 
ever. I  think,  establish  the  fact  that  such  a  declaration  was  made), 
still,  I  cannot  see  how  this  fact  can  affect  the  rights  of  the  complain- 
ant. The  question  as  to  him  is.  not  what  did  she  say  respecting  the 
place  of  her  residence,  at  the  time  she  executed  that  mortgage,  but 
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where,  in  fact,  did  she  then  reside.  His  rights  must  he  controlled  hy 
the  fact,  and  not  by  her  representation.  The  evidence  shows,  conclu- 
sively, that  she  resided  in  Hudson  County  when  all  three  mortgages 
were  executed. 

It  is  clear,  then,  that  Mr.  Hoag's  mortgage  was  not  filed  in  the 
county  where  he  was  required  by  law  to  file  it,  in  order  to  give  it 
validity  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  and  against  subsequent 
purchasers  and  mortgagees  in  good  faith.  The  law  upon  this  point  is 
plain  and  imperative.  Unless  a  mortgage  is  filed  in  the  county  where 
the  mortgagor  resides  (if  a  resident  of  this  State)  at  the  time  of  its 
execution,  or  the  mortgagee  takes  immediate  possession  of  the  mort- 
gaged chattels,  and  continues  in  the  actual  and  constant  possession  of 
them,  it  is  absolutely  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor, 
and  as  against  subsequent  purchasers  and  mortgagees  in  good  faith. 
Rev.  p.  709,  §§  39,  40;  De  Courcey  v.  Collins.  6  C.  E.  Gr.  357. 

The  complainant  is  clothed  with  a  dual  character :  he  is  both  a  cred- 
itor and  a  subsequent  mortgagee.  He  is  not,  however,  a  subsequent 
mortgagee  in  good  faith.  He  know,  when  he  took  his  mortgage,  that 
a  prior  mortgage  had  been  given,  and  any  attempt  by  him  to  dislodge 
that  mortgage  from  its  position  of  superiority,  in  consequence  of  the 
failure  to  file  it  in  the  proper  county,  is,  in  equity,  an  act  of  had  faith. 
His  mortgage  must  therefore  he  awarded  a  position  subordinate  to 
that  held  by  the  mortgage  to  Mr.  Hoap.  He  stands,  however,  as  a 
judgment  creditor,  on  a  much  higher  plane.  The  Statute  makes  an 
important  distinction  between  creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers  or 
mortgagees.  Purchasers  or  mortgagees,  to  be  in  a  position  to  avail 
themselves  of  an  omission  by  an  antecedent  mortgagee,  must  have 
acted  without  notice  of  the  rights  of  the  holder  of  the  antecedent  secu- 
rity ;  but  not  so  with  creditors.  A  creditor  may  know  thai  an  ante- 
cedent mortgage  has  been  given,  yet  if  it  is  not  filed  according  to  the 
requirement  of  the  Statute,  and  he  obtains  a  judgment  and  procures  a 
lew  to  lie  made,  his  lien,  hy  force  of  (lie  Statute,  is  entitled  to  prefer- 
ence in  payment  This  is  the  rule  plainly  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
Had  th''  meaning  of  the  Statute  ever  been  thought  to  he  open  to  doubt, 
its  construction  is  now  bo  authoritatively  settled  as  to  be  no  longer 
ii  to  discussion  in  this  court.  Williamson  v.  .V.  J.  Southern  A.  A. 
Co.,  2  Stew.  Eq.  836  ;  8.  c.  1  stew.  Eq.  278. 

To  what  extent,  then,  is  the  complainant  a  creditor?  Is  he  entitled 
to  thai  position  in  virtue  of  both  of  his  judgments,  or  onlj  one?  The 
judgment  he  holds  under  assignment  from  A.lbert  H.  Hewes  does  not 
seem  t..  be  open  to  any  valid  objection,  it  was  founded  on  ;( jnsl  debt, 
i ally  existing  at  the  time  it  was  confessed.  The  defendant  Hoag 
cannot  impeach  the  complainant's  title  because  he  paid  nothing  tor  it. 
The  judgment  creditor  had  an  unquestionable  right  to  assign  it,  with 
or  without  a  consideration,  jual  as  In-  pleased.  Thai  is  a  matter  which 
icerned  him  alone.  Th''  fad  that  the  as  ignment  was  gratuitous,  is 
onlv  important  as  it  ma\  serve  to  show  whether  the  foundation  of  the 
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in  Igmenl  was  honesl  or  fraudulent     Under  the  evidence,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  it  ia  supported  by  a  just  debt. 

A-  already  intimated,  the  complainant's  right  to  occupy  the  position 
of  a  judgment  creditor,  as  against  other  lien-holders,  under  the  judg- 
ment confessed  to  himself,  has  little  to  support  it  in  a  court  of  equity. 
I>  he  a  creditor  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  in  this  Act? 
It  is  certain  that  no  debt  was  due  to  him  for  which  he  could  have  main- 
tained an  action.  At  the  time  of  his  recovery,  he  had  no  legal  or  just 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendant.  At  common  law,  a  judgment 
may  be  confessed  to  secure  a  debt  to  be  subsequently  created,  but  sup- 
pose  the  consideration  promised,  is  never  furnished,  would  a  court  of 
equity  permit  the  judgment  to  be  collected,  or  give  such  a  judgment 
creditor  a  superior  position  against  an  unfiled  antecedent  mortgage,  the 
i  ristence  of  which  was  known  to  him  when  he  obtained  his  judgment? 

les,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  consider  the  doctrine  as  settled,  so 
far  at  least  as  this  court  is  concerned,  that  a  judgment  on  bond  and 
warrant  of  attorney,  under  our  Statute,  can  only  be  entered  for  a  debt 
actually  existing  at  the  time  of  its  entry,  and  that  a  simple  liability  as 
indorser  or  surety  docs  not  constitute  such  a  debt.  "  It  is  an  abuse  of 
language  to  say,"  says  Chancellor  Halsted,  "that  because  I  indorse 
your  note  to-day,  payable  three  months  hence,  to  be  used  by  you,  you 
are  indebted  to  me  to-day  for  the  amount  of  it."  Blackwell  v.  Rankin, 
3  Hal.  Ch.  1G0.  But  the  decisive  authority  on  this  point  is  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  in  Clapp  v.  Ely,  3  Dutch. 
555.  It  will  be  remembered  that,  in  that  case,  it  was  finally  held,  by  a 
divided  court,  it  is  true,  after  repeated  and  exhaustive  discussion  by 
counsel  as  able  as  any  that  ever  adorned  the  bar  of  this  State,  and 
after  the  best  consideration  that  could  be  given  by  the  court  to  any 
case,  that  a  valid  judgment  could  not  be  entered,  under  our  Statute 
regulating  the  recovery  of  judgments  by  confession  on  bond  and  war- 
rant of  attorney,  to  secure  future  advances,  or  a  debt  to  be  subse- 
quently created.  A  single  quotation  from  the  masterly  opinion  of 
Chief  Justice  Green  will  present  the  important  ruling  of  that  case, 
which.  I  think,  must  control  this.  He  says:  "Under  the  law  of  this 
-  te,  no  judgment  by  confession  can  be  entered,  except  for  a  demand 
founded  on  a  legal  consideration,  and  for  a  debt  justly  due  and  owing 
at  the  time  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment."  These  considerations,  I 
think,  effectually  dispose  of  the  complainant's  claim  to  be  regarded  as 
a  judgment  creditor,  as  against  the  other  lien-holders,  in  respect  to  the 
judgment  confessed  to  himself. 

lint  if  it  were  possible  to  hold  that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to 
be  treated  as  the  holder  of  a  valid  security  for  future  advances,  it  is 
not  perceived  how  that  would  give  him  the  least  advantage  in  this 
controversy.  The  general  rule  in  respect  to  such  securities  is  well 
iblished.  They  are  only  entitled  to  priority  over  subsequent  encum- 
brance- to  the  extent  of  the  sums  actually  advanced  prior  to  actual 
notice  of  the  subsequent  encumbrance.      Ward  v.  Cook,  2  C.  E.  Gr. 
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93;  Kline  v.  McGvckin,  d  C.  E.  Gr.  411.  Here  nothing,  up  to  this 
time,  has  been  advanced,  and  the  complainant  cannot,  therefore,  in 
equity,  lay  claim  to  the  rights  of  a  creditor. 

This  disposes  of  the  case  so  far  as  it  involves  merely  the  rights  of 
the  complainant  and  Mr.  Hoag,  and  without  reference  to  the  rights  of 
Mr.  Fisher.  But  his  rights  must  also  be  considered.  lie  took  his 
mortgage  with  notice  that  a  prior  mortgage  had  been  given  to  Mr. 
Hoag,  and  he  must,  therefore,  as  between  Hoag  and  himself,  take  the 
subordinate  position.  But  he  and  complainant,  as  between  them- 
selves, occupy  equal  rank  ;  the  judgment  of  the  one,  and  the  mortgage 
of  the  other,  were  recovered  and  filed  on  the  same  day.  So  that  the 
relative  positions  of  the  several  parties  are  as  follows :  The  complain- 
ant and  Fisher,  as  between  themselves,  hold  concurrent  liens,  but 
Hoag  stands  prior  to  Fisher  as  between  Fisher  and  himself,  and  the 
complainant,  as  between  Hoag  and  himself,  stands  prior  to  Hoag.  In 
this  condition  of  affairs,  it  is  impossible  to  give  the  complainant  the 
full  benefit  of  the  superiority  of  his  position  over  Hoag,  without  ad- 
vancing him  to  the  front  against  everybody.  The  fact  that  the  com- 
plainant's position  is  superior  to  that  of  Hoag,  and  that  Fisher's  is  sub- 
ordinate to  that  held  by  Hoag.  raises  the  complainant  above  Fisher  as 
well  as  Hoag.  Where  a  third  encumbrancer  acquires  a  light  of  priority 
as  against  the  first,  but  the  act  or  omission  from  which  such  right  flows 
does  not  change  his  relative  position  towards  the  second,  yet,  as  it  is 
impossible  to  put  him  in  advance  of  the  first,  without  also  advancing 
him  over  the  second,  his  lien  must,  of  necessity,  be  advanced  to  the 
first  position  as  against  both  the  first  and  the  second  encumbrances. 
Clement  v.  Haighn,  2  McCart.  -J7. 

The  decree  will  declare  the  liens  of  the  parties  to  stand  in  the  follow- 
ing order :  The  complainant  shall  be  first  paid  the  amount  due  on  the 
judgment  assigned  to  him  by  Albert  II.  Hewes;  the  defendant  Hoag 
shall  next  be  paid  the  amount  due  on  his  mortgage;  and,  lastly,  Fisher 
shall  be  paid  the  amount  due  on  his  mortgage.  If  a  surplus  remains, 
it  must  be  brought  into  court  to  await  the  determination  of  the  question 
whether  the  complainant  or  Mrs.  Hewes  is  entitled  to  it. 

On  appeal  from  a  decree  advised  by  the  Fice- Chancellor,  and  re- 
portcd  in  8ayre  \.  Hewes,  5  Stew.  Eq.  652. 

On  the  ■'!'!  <>i'  December,  1877,  the  appellant,  Hoag,  obtained  a 
chattel  mortgage  on  the  goods  in  question.  Thia  mortgage  was  not 
rded  in  the  proper  county;  it  was  to  Becure  12,150.  On  the  l  ith 
of  February,  1878,  Frederick  Fisher,  having  knowledge  of  the  prior 
mortgage,  took  .-i  second  mortgage  <>n  the  Bame  property  to  secure 
$1,160.  Edward  Sayre  holds  ;i  judgment  by  confession  against  the 
mortgagor  for  $6,000  debl  and  $4  costs,  which  was  entered  on  the 
27th  of  February,  1878.  Execution  <>n  this  judgmenl  waa  duly  taken 
out  ami  lei  led. 

Mi    r  .  /■'('  i'i,  for  appellant. 

Mo89T«,  Voult  ami  Howell,  fox  respondents. 


.1  —  .> 
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The  opinion  of  the  courl  was  delivered  by 

i;,  lslet,  C.  J.  1  agree  with  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  his  settlement 
of  the  disputed  facta  in  this  case,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  an  error  has 
:  into  the  decree  with  respect  to  the  marshalling  of  the  encum- 
brances. These  liens  are  of  this  character:  the  mortgage  first  in  date 
is  held  DJ  the  appellant,  Hoag;  then  comes  a  mortgage  held  by  Fred- 
erick Fisher,  one  oi'  the  defendants;  anil  lastly  is  the  judgment  of  the 
defendant  Sayre,  This  first  mortgage  was  not  recorded  in  the  proper 
county,  and  therefore  is  subordinate  to  the  judgment,  but  it  is  para- 
mount to  the  second  mortgage,  which  was  taken  with  knowledge  of 
the  existence  ol'  this  first  lien.  In  this  state  of  things,  the  decree 
places  the  judgment  and  the  first  mortgage,  by  way  of  preference, 
before  the  second  mortgage.  This,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  unjust  and 
inadmissible. 

Upon  what  possible  principle  is  the  result  in  this  case  to  be  justified? 
Fisher,  when  he  took  his  mortgage,  knew  that  there  was  an  ante- 
cedent mortgage  on  the  same  property,  securing  the  sum  of  $2,150, 
with  interest.  lie  had  his  own  mortgage  duly  recorded,  so  that  it  be- 
came incontestably  the  second  legal  lien  ;  in  this  position  of  affairs  this 
judgment  is  entered,  and  he  at  once  finds  himself,  without  any  fault  on 
his  part,  degraded  from  the  position  of  a  second  encumbrancer  to  that 
of  a  third  encumbrancer,  and  instead  of  the  mortgaged  property  being 
subject  to  a  claim  prior  to  his  own  of  but  $2,150,  it  is  subject  to  para- 
mount claims  which  amount  to  the  sum  of  $5,150.  If  such  a  principle 
be  correct,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  person,  under  any  circum- 
stances, can  take  a  second  or  other  subordinate  mortgage  upon  prop- 
erty, without  putting  his  interests  in  the  utmost  jeopard}'.  Under  the 
prevalence  of  such  a  rule  of  law,  a  subsequent  encumbrancer  would  be 
obliged  to  see  that  the  status  of  the  primary  encumbrance  was,  in  all 
respects,  unexceptionable,  under  penalty,  if  a  flaw-  should  be  de- 
tected, of  having  his  lien  superseded  by  every  judgment  that  might  be 
entered  at  a  later  date.  Such  a  rule  would  be  as  inexpedient  as  it 
would  be  unjust. 

1  cannot  but  think  that  any  one  who  will  look  carefully  into  the  sub- 
ject will  perceive  that  no  rule  applicable  to  such  a  juncture  as  this  can 
be  admissible  that  is  not  founded  on  the  theory  of  leaving  the  second 
mortgagee  in  the  position  originally  acquired  by  him,  without  respect 
to  the  neglects  or  shortcomings  of  the  holder  of  the  previous  mortgage 
or  the  subsequent  judgments  of  creditors.  Viewed  in  this  aspect,  this 
would  be  the  result :  the  judgment  creditor  would,  in  the  marshalling  of 
these  liens,  take  priority  over  the  fust  mortgage  ;  as  between  the  judg- 
ment and  that  mortgage,  the  former  must  be  first  paid.  But  with 
to  the  second  mortgage,  the  judgment  creditor,  as  such,  has  no 
claim  to  stand  first,  his  only  claim  in  that  regard  being  his  right  to 
stand  in  the  shoes  of  the  first  mortgagee,  and  assert  all  "the  privileges 
incident  to  that  position.     But  he  can  exact  nothing  further  than  such 
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privileges  ;  he  can  legally  say  that  he  has  the  paramount  lien  on  the 
property  to  the  extent  of  the  sura  secured  by  the  first  mortgage  ;  but 
he  cannot  legally  say  that,  with  respect  to  the  second  mortgagee,  he 
has  any  paramount  lien  beyond  this.  No  additional  burden  can  be 
put  upon  the  land  to  the  detriment  of  the  second  mortgagee.  If  the 
judgment  be  for  a  sum  greater  than  that  secured  by  the  first  mortgage, 
then,  by  right  of  representation,  such  judgment  will  constitute  the  first 
lien  to  the  full  extent,  and  no  further,  of  the  first  mortgage  ;  if  it  be 
for  a  less  sum  than  the  first  mortgage,  it  will  take  precedence  and  con- 
sume the  first  mortgage  to  that  extent  only.  It  will  be  observed  that 
by  these  adjustments  the  priority  of  the  first  mortgage,  with  regard  to 
the  second  mortgage,  will  be  exhausted,  either  partially  or  wholly,  so 
that,  to  the  extent  of  such  exhaustion,  it  will  be  postponed  to  the 
second  mortgage. 

The  doctrine  thus  propounded  is  but  the  development  of  the  principle 
maintained  and  acted  on  in  Clement  v.  Kaighn,  2  McCart.  4$.  In 
that  case  there  was  a  judgment  without  an  execution  ;  then  a  mortgage, 
and  then  judgments  on  which  executions  had  been  taken  out.  These 
latter  judgments  were  entitled  to  precedence  over  the  first,  but  were 
subordinate  to  the  mortgage.  Chancellor  Green  decided  that  the  first 
judgment  on  the  mortgaged  premises,  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  sue 
out  execution  upon  it,  should  be  postponed  to  the  encumbrance  of  the 
junior  judgments,  and,  as  an  inevitable  consequence,  that  it  should 
be  postponed  to  the  mortgage  which  was  prior  to  the  junior  judg- 
ments, and  whose  priority  was  not  to  be  affected  by  any  laches  of  the 
holder  of  such  prior  judgment. 

In  my  opinion,  the  decree  in  this  case  should  be  modified  so  as  to 
direct  the  payment  of  these  encumbrances  in  this  order,  viz.:  first,  the 
judgment  of  Sayre  to  the  amount  secured  by  the  first  mortgage  ;  second, 
the  payment  of  the  residue  of  such  judgment  and  the  second  mortgage, 
pari  passu,  as  they  were  concurrent  liens,  being  entered  on  the  same 
day  ;  third,  the  payment  of  the  first  mortgage. 

I>i.\<>\,  .1.,  dissenting. 

I  agree  with  the  conclusions  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  has  reached 

Upon  the  facts. 

But  I  dissent  from  the  legal  rule  by  which  he  fixes  the  order  of  pri- 
ority, for  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  advance  the  complainant  Sayre 
to  the  iVout  against  everybody,  in  order  to  give  him  the  full  benefil  of 
lii-  Bupci iority  to  Hoag. 

Nor  do  I  asscnl  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  opinion  just  read,  since 
'  ee  do  reason  for  regarding  the  complainant  as  substituted  in  the 
l  and  rights  of  Hoag  as  against  Fisher,  merely  because  Hoag  failed 
to  comply  with  the  registry  laws.  The  effect  of  non-compliance  with 
those  laws  is  declared  by  themselves  to  be,  not  that  the  rights  of  him 
in  default  shall  be  transferred  to  the  subsequent  encumbrancers,  but 

that  his  claim  shall  be  void  as  to  them. 

Therefore,  if  there  lie  three  cnctiinluanccrs,  A,  B  and  C,  in  the  Order 
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of  time,  and  A.'s  lien  be  prior  to  B's,  and  l>'s  to  C's,  but,  for  A's  omis- 
sion to  properly  register  his  lien,  it  is  void  as  to  C's,  then  the  fund 
should  be  disposed  of  as  follows:  — 

1.  Deduct  from  the  whole  fund  the  amount  of  B' a  lien,  and  apply 
the  balance  to  pay  C.  This  gives  C  just  what  he  would  have  if  A  had 
in>  existence. 

2.  Deduct  from  the  wholt  fund  the  amount  of  A's  lien,  and  apply 
the  balance  to  pay  B.     This  gives  B  what  he  is  entitled  to. 

3.  The  balance  remaining  after  these  payments  are  made  to  B  and  C 
is  to  be  applied  to  A's  lien. 

To  illustrate  :  Suppose  the  fund  to  be  $5,000  ;  A's  lien  to  be  $3,000 ; 
B's  lien  to  be  $4,000,  and  C's  lien  to  be  $2,000.  Then,  C  receives 
15,000,  Less  $4,000  =  11,000;  B  receives  $5,000,  less  $3,000  = 
$2,000;  A  receives  $5,000,  less  ($1,000  -f  $2,000),  =  $2,000. 

Or  suppose  the  fund  to  be  $5,000,  and  each  of  these  encumbrances  to 
(»00  ;  then  it  will  appear  that  A,  the  first  in  time,  will  take  it  all; 
since,  except  for  the  registiy  laws,  he  would  clearly  be  entitled  to  it, 
ami  the  registry  laws  simply  prevent  his  taking  anything  by  which  C's 
security  may  be  lessened.  But  C's  security  was  nothing  at  the  be- 
ginning, for  B's  prior  lien  covered  the  whole  fund;  and  C,  therefore, 
has  no  right  by  which  A's  claim  can  be  impaired. 

Where  B's  and  C's  claims  are  concurrent  in  time  and  lien,  but  A  is 
prior  to  B,  and  void  as  to  C  (as  in  the  present  case),  the  distribution 
should  be  as  follows  :  — 

1.  Divide  the  tchole  fund  in  the  proportion  of  B's  and  C's  claims, 
and  give  to  C  his  proportion.     Thus  A  is  ignored  in  fixing  C's  rights. 

2.  Deduct  from  the  whole  fund  the  amount  of  A's  lien,  and  apply 
the  balance  to  B's  claim. 

3.  The  balance  remaining  after  both  payments  goes  to  A. 

By  applying  these  rules  to  the  case  before  us,  it  will  be  seen  that,  in 
my  judgment,  Fisher  alone  is  injured  by  the  decree  below  ;  but  as  he  is 
not  a  party  to  this  appeal,  the  decree  cannot  be  changed  here  for  his 
sake,  and  therefore,  1  think,  should  be  affirmed. 

For  affirmance  —  Dixon  —  1 . 

For  reversal  —  Beasley,  C.  J.,  Depde,  Knapf,  Magie,  Parker, 
Reed,  Scudder,  Van  Syckel,  Clement,  Cole,  Dodd,  Green — 12. 


Note  on-  the  Torrens  Ststem.  — As  distinguished  from  the  system  of  record- 
ing the  evidences  of  title,  considered  in  the  preceding  sections,  South  Australia  in 
1858  enacted,  on  the  initiative  of  Sir  Robert  Torrens,  a  system,  somewhat  analogous 
to  that  of  several  continental  countries,  for  the  registration  of  titles  themselves. 
This  Torrens  System,  so-called,  was  generally  adopted  in  Australia  and  in  varying 
forms  is  now  in  use  in  several  of  the  United  States  and  to  a  limited  extent  in  Eng- 
land. The  general  purpose  of  the  system  is  to  facilitate  the  sale  or  pledge  of  lands 
by  establishing  and  maintaining  the  title  to  each  parcel  registered  so  that  its  exact 
condition  at  any  given  time  may  be  readily  seen  by  reference  to  a  single  document 
of  record.  In  this  country  the  original  registration  is  a  voluntary  and  judicial  pro- 
ceeding, either  in  the  regular  courts,  as  in  Illinois,  or  in  a  special  tribunal,  as  in 
Massachusetts.     The  statutes  vary  in  details,  but  in  general  provide  a  procedure  as 
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follows  :  An  examination  and  report  on  the  title  by  an  official  examiner ;  service 
of  notice  on  all  known  parties  in  interest  and  service  by  publication  on  parties  un- 
known ;  a  hearing  or  trial  of  issues  then  presented ;  and  a  decree  which  shall  be 
binding  on  all  the  world  after  a  short  period  for  appeal  or  review  —  thirty  days  in 
Massachusetts,  sixty  in  Minnesota,  two  years  in  Illinois  —  which  decree  is  the  basis 
for  the  recording  of  a  certificate  of  title  and  the  delivery  of  a  duplicate  certificate 
to  the  petitioner. 

"  The  basic  principle  of  this  system  is  the  registration  of  the  title  of  land,  instead 
of  registering,  as  the  old  system  requires,  the  evidences  of  such  title.  In  the  one 
case  only  the  ultimate  fact  or  conclusion  that  a  certain  named  party  has  title  to  a 
particular  tract  of  land  is  registered,  and  a  certificate  thereof  delivered  to  him.  In 
the  other,  the  entire  evidence,  from  which  proposed  purchasers  must,  at  their  peril, 

draw  such  conclusion,  is  registered.     Necessarily  the  initial  registration  of  title 

that  is,  the  conclusive  establishment  of  a  starting  point  binding  upon  all  the  world 
—  must  rest  upon  judicial  proceedings."  Per  Start,  C.  J.,  in  State  v.  West/all  85 
Minn.  437,  438(1902). 

All  subsequent  transfers  or  incumbrances,  whether  voluntary  or  involuntary,  are 
effected  by  the  issue  of  a  new  certificate  or  by  suitable  notation  upon  the  old  cer- 
tificate referring  to  the  instruments  of  conveyance,  which  are  filed  but  not  spread 
upon  the  records.  Any  doubt  as  to  the  effect  of  a  document  of  title  presented  for 
registration  is  settled  by  the  court  or  its  officials.  In  all  cases  the  operative  act  as 
to  title  is  that  of  registration  and  no  title  can  be  obtained  by  prescription  or  adverse 
possession. 

Generally,  by  special  assessment  on  each  registration,  a  fund  is  provided  from 
which  any  one  improperly  deprived  of  an  interest  in  the  land  by  the  original  regis- 
tration or  by  subsequent  transfer  may  obtain  indemnity. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  statutes  in  this  country  has  not  been  passed  upon  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  nor  has  the  validity  of  many  provisions 
been  adjudicated  in  the  State  courts.  The  Illinois  act  of  1895  was  declared  uncon- 
stitutional by  the  State  court  because  it  delegated  judicial  functions  to  the  register, 
a  ministerial  officer,  in  the  determination  of  ownership  of  land  on  the  initial  registra- 
tion. People  v.  Chase,  1G5  III.  527  (1897).  An  amended  law,  passed  in  1897,  has 
been  upheld  as  to  this  point  and  as  to  its  general  provisions.  People  v.  Simon,  17G 
111.  165  (1898).  An  act  passed  in  Ohio  in  1896  was  held  invalid  as  permitting  the 
taking  of  property  without  due  process  of  law  because  no  notice  except  by  publica- 
tion was  required  except  as  to  parties  whom  the  applicant  might  choose  to  name  in 
his  petition.  The  provision  for  indemnity  from  an  insurance  fund  was  held  not  to 
be  a  valid  substitute.  State  v.  Guilbert,  56  Oh.  St.  575  (1807).  The  Massachusetts 
act  of  1898  was  upheld  in  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  by  a  majority  of  the 
court  in  Tyler  r.  Judge*  of  the  Court  of  Registration,  175  Mass.  71  (1900).  The  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  refused  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  case  on  writ  of  error 
because  it  was  not  brought  by  one  who  had  been  deprived  of  property  under  the 
law.  179  U.  S.  405  (1900).  The  general  system  as  adopted  in  Minnesota  has  there 
been  held  constitutional.     State  v.  Westful'l,  85  Minn.  437  (1902). 


BOOK    XI. 

CONVERSION  AND   ELECTION. 


CHAPTER     I. 
CONVERSION. 


KETTLEBY   v.    ATWOOD. 

Chancery.     1685,  1G87. 

[Reported  1  Vern.  298,  471.] 

By  articles  made  upon  marriage  it  was  agreed,  that  the  wife  having 
£1,500  portion,  the  husband  should  add  £500  more  to  it,  and  that 
the  same  should  be  deposited  in  trustee's  hands,  until  a  convenient 
purchase  could  be  found  out  for  investing  the  same  in  land  ;  which 
land,  when  purchased,  was  to  be  settled  to  the  use  of  the  husband  and 
wife  for  their  lives,  remainder  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  their  two 
bodies  in  tail,  remainder  to  their  daughters  in  tail,  with  a  remainder 
over  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  husband.  And  in  the  articles  there  was 
a  proviso,  that  in  case  the  husband  died  without  issue,  the  wife  might 
make  her  election,  whether  she  would  have  the  land  or  money,  and  had 
six  months  time  to  make  her  election. 

The  husband  died  before  any  purchase  was  made,  leaving  the  wife 
enst  Int.  of  a  daughter,  born  soon  after  his  death,  who  died  at  a  month 
old.  The  wife  was  administratrix  both  to  her  husband  and  child,  and 
made  her  election  within  the  six  months  to  have  the  mone}',  and  gave 
notice  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  her  husband's  brother  and  heir. 

The  bill  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  £2000  invested  in 
lands  and  settled  according  to  the  articles. 

Lobd  Kki.i'ku  [Guilford].  Had  a  bill  been  brought  in  the  life- 
time of  the  infant  fit  being  better  and  safer  for  the  infant  to  have  had 
land  than  money),  I  would  have  decreed  the  money  to  be  laid  out  for 
the  benefit  of  the  infant:  but  I  do  not  see,  what  equity  the  heir  has 
t.  the  administratrix.     The  bill  was  dismissed,  but  without  costs. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  re-heard,  and  the  question  now  was  be- 
tween the  wife  and  the  heir  on  the  part  of  the  husband,  who  should 
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have  the  money  after  the  death  of  the  wife ;  the  wife  being  adminis- 
tratrix both  to  her  husband  and  her  child  :  and  the  court  decreed  for 
the  heir,  that  the  money  was  bound  by  the  articles,  and  should  be  for 
the  benefit  of  the  heir,  as  the  land  should  have  gone,  in  case  the  money 
had  been  laid  out  according  to  the  articles:  and  the  case  of  Whit  I  irk 
and  Jermin  was  cited,  which  had  been  lately  decreed  by  this  Chan- 
cellor [Jeffreys],  and  was  a  case  in  point ;  and  the  Chancellor  said, 
he  remembered  the  case  of  Laxcrence  and  Beverley  upon  a  special 
verdict  before  the  Lord  Ch.  Justice  Hales,  in  which  himself  was  of 
counsel,  and  was  there  ruled,  that  the  money  was  not  assets  to  satisfy 
a  creditor,  but  was  bound  by  the  articles. 

In  the  arguing  of  this  case  it  was  insisted  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
wife  by  the  articles  had  an  election,  in  case  her  husband  died  without 
issue,  whether  she  would  have  the  land  or  the  money,  and  had  six 
months  time  to  make  his  election  after  the  death  of  the  husband  ;  and 
although  the  husband  had  issue  at  his  death,  yet  that  issue  died  within 
the  six  months,  and  therefore  the  wife  might  elect.  Sed  nun  allocatur, 
for  the  husband  having  issue  at  his  death,  he  could  not  be  said  to  die 
without  issue  ;  so  no  election  could  arise  to  the  wife.  And  the  case 
of  Goodier  and  Clark  was  cited  in  Siderfin,  part  1,  fo.  102. x 


CHICHESTER   v.   BICKERSTAFF. 

Chanceby.     1GU3. 

[Reported  -J  r>,i>.  '295.] 

Tin:  plaintiff  was  brother  and  heir  to  Sir  John  Chichester  deceased, 
who  married  sir  Charles  BickerstafTs  daughter,  and  by  articles  on  the 
marriage.  Sir  Charles  was  to  pay  one  thousand  five  hundred  pounds  in 
part  of  tin;  portion,  which  together  with  one  thousand  five  hundred 
pounds  more,  t.)  be  advanced  bj  Sir  John,  within  three  years  after  the 
marriage,  was  to  be  invested  in  lands,  and  settled  on  sir  John,  for  life, 

hi->  intended  wife  for  life,  to  firsl  ami  Other  Bona  in  tail,  remainder  t<> 
(laughters,  remainder  to  Sir'John's  right  heirs.  Sir  John  and  his  lady 
within  a  year  after  tin-  marriage,  fall  sick  of  the  small-pox,  the  wife 

dies  first,  ami    Sir  John    in    three   days   after,  without    issue  J   Sir  John 

having  made  a  will,  and  the  defendant  sir  Charles  executor;  and  de- 
vised the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  after  debts,  &c.  paid,  to  the 
defendant  Prances  Chichester  bis  Bister. 

The  plaintiff's  bill  was  to  compel]  the  defendant  sir  Charles,  to  pay 
him  the  one  thousand  five  hundred  pounds,  insisting  that  l>\  virtue  (.f 
the  marriage  articles,  the  money  ought  to  he  looked  on  and  considi  red 
in  equity  as  land,  ami  therefore  belonged  to  him  as  heir  to  bis  brother. 

yn,  11  Ml  D.  840  [] 


SWEETAPFLE    V.   BINDON.  [CHAP.  I. 

Pi  b  Ci  ki  \m.  This  money,  though  once  bound  by  the  articles,  yet 
when  the  wife  died  without  issue,  became  free  again,  and  was  under 

the  power  and  dispose  of  Sir  John,  as  the  land  would  likewise  Lave 
been,  in  ease  a  purchase  had  been  made  pursuant  to  the  articles,  and 

therefore  would  have  been  assets  to  a  creditor,  and  must  have  gone  to 
the  executor  or  administrator  of  Sir  John;  and  this  case  is  much 
stronger  where  there  is  a  residuary  legatee,  and  therefore  dismissed 
the  bill. 

Money  -hall  in  many  cases  be  considered  as  land,  when  bound  by 
articles  in  order  to  a  purchase,  but  whilst  it  remains  still  money,  and 
no  purchase  made,  the  same  shall  be  deemed  as  part  of  the  personal 
estate  of  such  person,  who  might  have  aliened  the  land  in  case  a 
purchase  had  been  made.1 


SWEETAPPLE  v.  BINDON. 
Chancery.     1706. 
[Reported  2  Vern.  536.] 

TV.  B.  devised  £300  to  her  daughter  Mary,  to  be  laid  out  by  her 
executrix  in  lands,  and  settled  to  the  only  use  of  her  daughter  Mary 
and  her  children  ;  and  if  she  died  without  issue,  the  lands  to  be  equally 
divided  between  her  brothers  and  sisters  then  living.  The  plaintiff 
married  Mary  the  legatee,  and  had  issue  by  her ;  but  she  and  her  child 
being  both  dead,  and  the  money  not  laid  out  in  land,  the  bill  was,  that 
the  plaintiff  might  either  have  the  money  laid  out  in  lands,  and  settled 
on  him  for  life,  as  being  tenant  by  the  curtes}',  or  in  lieu  of  the  profits 
of  the  lands  might  have  the  interest  of  the  money  during  his  life. 

Per  Curiam.  [Lord  Keeper  Cowper.]  If  it  had  been  an  imme- 
diate devise  of  land  Mar}'  the  daughter  would  have  been,  b}'  the  words 
in  the  will,  tenant  in  tail,  and  consequently  the  husband  would  have 
been  tenant  by  the  curtesy ;  and  in  the  case  of  a  voluntary  devise, 
the  court  must  take  it  as  they  found  it,  and  not  lessen  the  estate  or 
benefit  of  the  legatee  ;  although  upon  the  like  words  in  marriage-arti- 
cles it  might  be  otherwise,  where  it  appeared  the  estate  was  intended 
to  be  preserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue  ;  and  therefore  decreed  the 
money  to  be  considered  as  lands,  and  the  plaintiff  to  the  interest,  or 
proceed  thereof,  for  his  life,  as  tenant  b}-  the  curtes}-. 

1  See  1W.&T.  L.  C.  in  Eq.  (7th  ed.)  337,  338. 
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SEELEY   v.   JAGO. 

Chancery.     1718. 
[Reported  "1  P.  Wit*.  389.] 

One  devised  that  £1000  should  be  laid  out  in  a  purchase  of  lands  in 
fee,  to  be  settled  upon  A.,  B.  and  C.  and  their  heirs,  equal!;/  to  bt 
divided;  A.  dies  leaving  an  infant  heir  ;  and  B.  and  C.  together  with 
the  infant  heir,  bring  a  bill  for  this  £100*0. 

Lord  Chancellor.  [Lord  Cowper.]  The  money  being  directed 
to  be  laid  out  in  lands  for  A.,  B.  and  C.  equally  (which  makes  them 
tenants  in  common),  and  B.  and  C.  electing  to  have  their  two  thirds  in 
money,  let  it  be  paid  to  them  ;  for  it  is  in  vain  to  lay  out  this  money 
in  land  for  B.  and  C.  when  the  next  moment  they  ma}-  turn  it  into 
money,  and  equity,  like  nature,  will  do  nothing  in  vain. 

But  as  to  the  share  of  the  infant,  that  must  be  brought  before  the 
master,  and  put  out  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant,  who,  by  reason  of  his 
infancy,  is  incapable  of  making  an  election.  Besides  that  such  elec- 
tion might,  were  he  to  die  during  his  infancy,  be  prejudicial  to  his 
heir.1 


SCUDAMORE  v.   SCUDAMORE. 

Chancery.     1720. 

[Reported  I  H  ] 

The  Lady  Jane  Scudamore,  bj  her  will  in  1G90,  gave  the  sum  of 
£8000  to  her  daughter  Mrs.  Prince,  to  be  laid  out  by  her  in  a  purchase 
of  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  use  of  herself  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
John  Scudamore,  and  his  heirs \  and  in  case  he  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
tin-  -aid  Mr-.  Prince,  to  tlie  Lord  Scudamore,  his  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators.  John  Scudamore  died  in  the  year  L 71 4,  and  in 
the  lifetime  of  Mr-.  Prince.  The  Lord  Scudamore  likewise  died  in  tin* 
lifetime  of  Mrs.  Prince,  in  the  year  1716,  having  about  three  months 
before  his  <l  ath  made  his  will,  and  the  plaintiff  his  lady  executrix,  and 
having  given  Beveral  legacies  to  the  other  plaintiffs,  and  leaving  the  de- 
fendant Frances  Scudamore,  his  only  daughter  and  heir  at  law.  an 

infant;   and    in    the   year    1717    Mr-.    Prince    died,  and    the   money  had 

never  been  laid  out:   and  now  this  hill  was  broughl  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  Lady  Prances,  heir  at  law.  and  againsl  the  executors  of 

Mrs.  Prince,  to  have  the  money  for  the  benefit   of  tin;  executors  and 

■:      .."-,  (1816). 
roi«  vi.  -—20 


SCUDAMORE  V.    BCUDAMORE.  [CHAP.  I. 

legatees  of  the  Lord  Scudamore,  and  that  no  purchase  might  he  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  the  heir  at  law  of  Lord  Scudamore. 

Lord  Chancellor  [Lord  Macclesfield]  was  clear  of  opinion,  and 
decreed  accordingly,  thai  the  money  belonged  to  the  defendant  the  heir 
at  law,  as  the  lands  would  have  done  if  a  purchase  had  actually  been 
made,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  by  Mrs.  Prince  the  trustee;  and  that 
to  decree  it  otherwise  would  be  to  put  it  into  her  power  and  election 
which  of  the  two  should  have  it;  for  if  the  purchase  had  been  made,  it 
musl  have  gone  to  the  heir:  but  if  she,  by  delaying  the  purchase,  may 
alter  the  right,  and  give  it  to  the  executors,  this  would  be  to  make  it 
her  will,  and  not  the  will  of  the  first  testator,  which  would  be  very  un- 

sonable  and  inconvenient;  and  therefore,  though  the  trust  for  lay- 
ing out  the  money  was  personally  confined  to  Mrs.  Prince,  without 
nominating  executors,  yet  they  were  implied  and  included  in  it ;  and 
this  case  was  the  stronger,  because  the  heir  at  law  of  Lord  Scudamore 
was  an  infant,  and  as  Mrs.  Prince  survived  my  lord  two  years,  the 
infant  heir  might  have  brought  her  bill  against  Mrs.  Prince  herself,  the 
trustee,  to  have  had  the  purchase  made,  and  her  laches  in  not  doing  it 
i>  not  to  turn  to  her  prejudice,  being  an  infant.  The  cases  cited  were 
Linguen  and  Souray,  Prec.  Ch.  400,  in  Lord  Harcourt's  time,  and  a 
case  lately  decreed  of  Jones  cont'  Poxcell. 

Note.  —  In  this  case  it  was  agreed  by  my  Lord  Chancellor  to  be  a 
declared  rule  in  this  court,  that  if  money  be  devised  to  be  laid  out  in 
the  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  on  one  and  his  heirs,  that  the  per- 
son himself,  for  whose  benefit  the  purchase  was  to  be  made,  may  come 
into  this  court,  and  pray  to  have  the  money  itself,  and  that  no  purchase 
may  be  made,  because  none  have  an  interest  in  it  but  himself ;  but  if 
he  dies  before  the  purchase  made,  or  payment  of  the  money,  so  that 
the  question  comes  between  his  heirs  and  executors,  which  of  them 
11  have  the  money,  the  heir  shall  be  preferred,  and  it  shall  for  his 
benefit  be  considered  in  a  court  of  equity,  as  if  the  purchase  had  been 
actually  made  in  the  life  of  his  ancestor,  for  two  reasons:  1st,  Because 
the  heir  is  to  be  favored  in  all  cases,  rather  than  the  executors,  who  by 
the  old  law  were  to  have  nothing  to  their  own  use.  2d,  If  the  executor 
should  have  it,  it  would  be  against  the  words  of  the  will,  which  gave  it 
to  the  heirs.1 

i  See  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat.  563  (1818) ;   Church  Extension  v.  Smith,  56  Md.  362 
(1881). 
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CURLING  v.   MAY. 

Chancery.     1734. 

[Reported  3  Atk.  255.1] 

A.  gives  five  hundred  pounds  to  B.  in  trust  that  B.  should  lay  out  the 
same  upon  a  purchase  of  lands,  or  put  the  same  out  on  good  securities 
for  the  separate  use  of  his  daughter  H.  (the  plaintiff's  then  wife),  her 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  and  died  in  1729.  In  1731.  II. 
the  daughter  died  without  issue  before  the  money  was  vested  in  a  pur- 
chase ;  the  husband  as  administrator  brought  a  bill  for  the  mone}-  against 
the  heir  of  H.,  and  the  money  was  decreed  to  the  administrator,  for  the 
wife  not  having  signified  any  intention  of  a  preference,  the  court  would 
take  it  as  it  is  found  ;  if  the  wife  had  signified  any  intention,  it  should 
have  been  observed,  but  it  is  not  reasonable  now  to  give  either  her 
heir  or  administrator,  or  the  trustee,  liberty  to  elect ;  for  Loud  Talbot 
[C]  said,  it  was  originally  personal  estate,  and  yet  remained  so,  and 
nothing  could  be  collected  from  the  will,  as  to  what  was  the  testator's 
principal  intention.2 


FLETCHER  v.   ASHBURNER. 

CnANCERY.      1779. 

[Reported  1  Bro.  C.  C.  497.] 

John  Fr.ETriTr.n.  by  his  will,  devised  his  burgage  houses  and  free 
rents,  in  Kendall,  and  all  his  personal  estate  to  trustees  and  the  sur- 
vivor, and  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  of  such  survivor, 
in  trust  to  sell  so  much  as  should  be  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts,  and 
then  to  permit  his  wife  Agnes  to  enjoy  the  residue  during  her  life,  if 
she  so  long  continued  his  chaste  widow  ;  and  after  her  decease,  to  Bell 
and  di>i>osc  thereof,  and  the  money  arising  thereby,  after  deducting 
charges,  and  half  a  guinea  each  to  the  trustees  for  their  trouble,  to  pay 
to.  mid  between  bis  -on  William  and  daughter  Bfary,  -hare  and  Bhare 
alike,  provided  that  if  his  wife  should  happen  to  marry  again,  th.'  trus- 
tee! should,  immediately  after  the  marriage,  sell  all  the  estate  ami 
effects  given  to  her  for  her  life.  .-ind.  Miter  such  deductions  as  aforesaid, 
should  pay  the  remainder  of  the  money  to  and  amongst  his  wife,  his 

1  Tli  it  I'nscii  Itated  in  tlio  argument  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  of  OuUot  v.  Guidot, 
?,  Atk.  2-'»t  (171'.). 

i  Cf.  Eartom  v.  Sounder;  AtnbL  '.Ml  (1764);  /'-  n  Bird,  [1882]  1  Ch.  279;  Brom- 
berg  v.  /,»■-■.  112  Ala  .   Whdtu  v.  WntUu,  92  [ton,  288  (1888). 
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Bon  William,  and  daughter  Mary,  Bhare  and  share  alike,  equally;  and 
in  case  either  his  son  William,  01'  his  daughter  Mary  should  die  belore 
his  or  their  legacy  should  become  due,  that  the  Bhare  or  legacy  of  him  or 
her  BO  d\  ing  should  go  to  the  survivor  of  them  :  The  testator  died  leav- 
ing Amies  his  widow.  William  his  only  son  ami  heir  at  law,  and  Mary 
hia  daughter;  Agnes,  by  the  custom  of  burgage  tenure,  was  entitled  to 
hold  the  burgage  houses  in  Kendall  during'  her  chaste  viduity,  against 
the  disposition  of  her  husband  by  "ill  ;  Mary  attained  twenty-one,  but 
died  unmarried  in  the  life  «>!"  her  mother  and  brother.  William  was 
twenty-one  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  died  without  issue  in  the 
life  of  his  mother  ;  the  mother  died  the  widow  of  the  testator :  upon 
her  death  a  lull  was  Bled  by  the  heir  at  law  of  William  and  John  the 
testator,  against  the  trustees  and  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
totator  and  of  the  widow,  to  have  a  conveyance  of  the  real  estates 
devised  by  the  will,  to  the  plaintiff,  the  heir  at  law.  The  representa- 
tive of  the  widow,  who  was  the  sole  next  of  kin  of  William  the  son,  by 
answer,  claimed  the  propert}-  as  personal;  alleging  that  by  the  direc- 
tion to  the  trustees  to  sell  the  real  estates,  they  become  as  personal 
property,  and  as  such,  were  to  go  to  the  personal  representative  of 
William  the  son,  who  survived  his  sister. 

The  cause  was  heard  the  11th  December,  1778,  where  the  first  objec- 
tion taken  was  that  the  personal  representative  of  William  was  not 
before  the  court. 

But  the  Master  of  the  Roles  was  of  opinion  there  were  sufficient 
parties  to  sustain  the  question  ;  that  the  personal  representative  was  a 
mere  formal  party,  and  that,  if  he  thought  proper  to  make  a  decree,  a 
personal  representative  might  be  brought  before  the  master. 

J//-.  MadocJcs  and  Mr.  Wilson,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kenyon  and  Mr.  Chambre,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the 
executors  of  the  widow. 

In  June,  his  Honor  [Sin  Thomas  Seweee]  gave  his  opinion  ;  he 
observed  that  nothing  was  better  established  than  this  principle,  that 
momy  directed  to  be  employed  in  the  purchase  of  land,  and  land 
directed  to  he  sold  and  turned  into  money,  are  to  be  considered  as  that 
-  of  property  into  which  they  are  directed  to  be  converted ;  and 
this  in  whatever  manner  the  direction  is  given  :  whether  by  will,  by 
way  of  contract,  marriage  articles,  settlement,  or  otherwise,  and 
whether  the  money  is  actually  deposited  or  only  covenanted  to  be  paid, 
whether  the  land  is  actually  conveyed  or  onl}T  agreed  to  be  convc}'ed. 
The  owner  of  the  fund  or  the  contracting  parties  ma)7  make  land 
money,  or  monej-  land.  The  cases  established  this  rule  universally. 
If  any  difficulty  has  arisen,  it  has  arisen  from  special  circumstances. 
In  the  case  of  Srreetnpple  v.  Bindon,  2  Vern.  536,  it  was  determined 
that  a  husband  was  entitled  to  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  as  tenant 
by  the  curtesy,  and  although  it  is  held  that  a  wife  is  not  entitled  to 
dower  in  a  similar  case,  yet  it  is  allowed  that  it  is  so  held  because  cases 
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have  been  determined,  and  not  from  any  principle.  The  eases  of  land 
to  be  turned  into  money  arc  fewer  than  those  of  money  to  be  employed 
in  the  purchase  of  laud.  The  principal  cases  have  been  where  real 
estates  have  been  directed  to  be  sold,  and  some  part  of  the  disposition 
has  failed,  so  that  something  has  resulted  to  the  heir  at  law,  as  in  case 
of  Emblyn  v.  Freanan,  Pre.  in  Cha.  541;  and  Cruse  v.  Barley  and 
Hanson,  3  P.  Wms.  20.  These  are  all  cases  where  a  devise  has  failed, 
and  the  thing  devised  has  not  accrued  to  the  representative  or  devisee, 
but  to  the  heir  at  law  of  the  testator.  The  case  of  Durour  v.  MotU  ux, 
1  Ves.  320,  is  a  strong  case  to  the  point  now  before  the  court ;  and  if 
anything  could  strengthen  the  general  rule,  the  circumstances  of  the 
present  case  would  do  so.  The  testator  has  blended  the  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  together,  and  disposed  of  them,  without  distinction,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  wife  and  children.  Both  real  and  personal  estate  are 
made  one  fund.  In  the  case  of  Durour  v.  Motteux,  Lord  Hardwicke 
made  this  a  principal  ground  for  considering  the  whole  fund  as  per- 
sonal estate.  In  the  present  case,  it  might  be  uncertain,  till  the  death 
of  the  widow,  whether  the  estates  must  not  be  absolutely  sold:  both 
the  children,  indeed,  died  before  her ;  but  she  might  have  married  be- 
fore the  death  of  one  or  both.  The  interests  of  both  the  children  were 
vested,  subject,  as  to  one  of  them,  to  be  defeated  in  case  either  of  them 
died  before  the  mother.  There  could  be  no  election  to  take  the  fund 
as  land  or  money  ;  for  where  an  estate  is  directed  to  be  sold,  and  the 
money  divided  among  several  persons,  none  has  a  right  to  say  that  any 
par!  shall  not  be  sold  ;  the  question  therefore  is  merely  between  the 
real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  son.  whether  the  personal  rep- 
resentative shall  take  the  fund  as  personal  property,  according  to  the 
will,  or  the  heir  at  law  shall  take  it,  as  if  no  will  had  been  made.  The 
ease  of  Flanagan  v.  "Flanagan  is  a  strong  authority  that  it  shall  lie 
taken  as  personal  estate,  according  to  the  will.  In  that  case  the  testa- 
trix, Sarah  Wooley,  by  will,  dated  28th  March,  1749,  gave  and  devised 

all  her  real  and    personal   estates    to   Franris    I'lumtree.  in   trust,  in  the 

firsl  place,  out  of  her  persona]  estate,  as  far  as  it  would  extend,  and.  in 

the  next  place,  by  sale  of  her  real  estate,  or  a  sufficient  pari  thereof,  to 

raise  so  much  money  as  Bhould   he  sufficient  to  pay  her  debts  ami  lega- 

and  after  paymenl  thereof,  in  trusl  to  convey  the  residue  of  the 

.  which   should    remain    unsold,  and   pay  the   produce  of  such 

pari  as  should  lie  sold,  and  all  other  the  residue  of  her  real  estates, 
between  her  father  .lames  Flanagan,  ami  her  brother  James  Flanagan, 
their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  equally.  A  Mil  was  brought, 
by  the  creditors,  for  -ale  of  the  real  estate,  to  Bupply  the  deficiency  of 

the  personal  estate  for  payment  of  debts  :  and  a  decree  was  made  for  a 
sale  ;  and  if  any  of  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale  should  remain  after 
payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies,  it   Was  directed  to  l»e   paid   to  .lames 

Flanagan  the  father,  and  .lame-  Flanagan  the  son.  equally  ;  and  If  any 
estate  Bhould  remain  unsold,  the  trustees  were  directed  i"  oonvey  it  to 
them  and  their  heirs  equally  :  after  the  decree,  James  Flanagan  the  son 
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died,  leaving  a  daughter,  and  a  son  born  after  his  death;  part  of  the 
estate  was  sold,  and  afterwards  James  Flanagan  the  grandfather  died, 

Leaving  his  grandson  bis  heir,  and  his  grandson  and  granddaughter  his 
Bole  next  of  kin;  alter  the  death  of  the  grandfather,  a  further  part  of 
the  estate  was  sold,  under  an  apprehension  that  the  produce  of  the  first 
sale  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts  and  legacies:  it  appeared,  how- 
ever,  that  the  produce  of  the  first  sale  was  sufficient.  A  bill  was,  after- 
wards, brought  by  the  son  of  James  Flanagan  the  son,  claiming  a 
moiety  of  the  surplus,  as  the  real  estate  of  James  Flanagan  his  grand- 
father, to  whom  he  was  become  heir  against  the  personal  representa- 
tive of  his  grandfather,  and  against  the  daughter  of  James  Flanagan 
the  son,  who  claimed  a  moiety  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  her  grand- 
father. It  was  objected,  that  the  second  sale,  after  the  death  of  the 
grandfather,  was  improper.  The  court  determined,  that  the  second 
Bale,  actually  made  under  the  decree  of  the  court,  before  the  master, 
could  not  be  considered  as  improperly  made  :  that  there  was  no  fraud, 
no  practice,  and  that  the  money  ought  to  go  to  the  personal  represent- 
ative of  the  grandfather.  The  case  of  Diyby  v.  Leyard,  3  Cox,  P. 
YV.  '2'1.  note,  is  a  different  question.  There  the  testatrix  (Elizabeth 
Byerley)  directed  her  real  estates  to  be  sold  to  pa}r  debts  and  legacies, 
and  gave  the  residue  to  five  persons,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them,  one  of  whom  (Lady  Cayley)  died  in  her  lifetime.  It  was  resolved 
that  the  devise,  so  far,  failed  totally,  and  should  accrue  to  the  heir  at 
law.  The  language  of  the  decree  is  such,  that  the  benefit  of  the  devise 
to  Lady  Cayley  should  accrue  to  the  testatrix's  heir  at  law,  Mr.  Jer- 
voice,  who  was  a  lunatic,  and  should  be  paid  to  his  committee,  as  real 
estate  descended  to  him.  The  case  of  Scudamore  v.  Scudamore,  Pre. 
in  Cha.  543,  shows  that,  in  all  cases  where  the  dispute  is  between  rep- 
resentatives, the  heir,  or  executor,  shall  have  the  fund  according  to  the 
will  or  contract  of  the  persons  who  gave  or  created  it.  There  was  a 
case  of  Oyle  v.  Cook,  heard  19th  February,  1748,  which  was  this: 
Mr.  Ogle  made  his  will  in  1744,  and  gave  his  real  estate  to  trustees  to 
sell,  and  to  vest  the  mone}'  in  stock,  and  pay  the  interest  to  his  wife 
during  her  widowhood,  and  after  her  death,  or  marriage,  to  his  two 
daughters  equally,  except  that  the  eldest  was  to  have  £1000  more 
than  the  other :  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  in  the  same 
way  :  he  afterwards  conveyed  the  real  estate  to  one  of  the  trustees 
named  in  his  will,  to  whom  he  was  considerabhy  indebted,  in  trust  to 
8eD  so  much  as  should  be  necessary  to  pay  the  debt,  and  as  to  the  resi- 
due in  trust  for  Mrs.  Ogle :  part  of  the  estate  was  sold,  and  then  Mr. 
died.  His  youngest  daughter  died  in  his  lifetime.  The  bill  was 
brought  by  the  widow  and  the  eldest  daughter,  against  the  son,  who 
was  the  heir,  and  the  trustees,  to  have  the  residue  of  the  estate  sold, 
and  claiming  the  share  of  the  youngest  daughter,  as  personal  estate  of 
Mr.  Ogle,  to  be  divided  between  them  and  the  son,  as  his  next  of  kin. 
The  son  insisted  the  conveyance  to  the  trustee  was  a  revocation  of  the 
will ;  and,  if  not,  that  the  share  of  the  dead  daughter  was  to  be  con- 
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sidered  as  real  estate  of  Mr.  Ogle,  and  descended  to  him  as  heir.  It 
was  determined  that  the  conveyance  was  a  revocation  only  pro  tantot 
to  let  in  the  debt ;  and  that  so  much  of  the  estate  as  remained  unsold 
should  be  sold,  and  that  the  money  raised,  or  to  be  raised  b}-  sale 
of  the  estate,  made  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Mr.  Ogle.  There 
was  another  case  about  the  same  time,  which  is  in  1  Yes.  174,  Cun- 
ningham v.  Jfuodg,  where,  by  marriage  articles,  £500  was  agreed  to 
be  laid. out  in  purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  use  of  the  husband 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder  to  the  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  children  of 
the  marriage,  as  the  husband  and  wife  should  appoint ;  and  in  default 
of  a  joint  appointment,  as  the  survivor  should  appoint;  and  in  default 
of  any  appointment  to  the  children,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them, 
if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  in  tail  general,  with  cross  re- 
mainders ;  and  if  but  one,  to  that  child  in  tail  general,  and  no  appoint- 
ment was  made.  The  father  and  mother  being  dead,  and  the  daughter 
being  married,  the  trustees  paid  the  £500  to  her  and  her  husband,  and 
they  received  it  as  money,  and  executed  a  release.  The  daughter  had 
a  child,  which  died,  and  she  afterwards  died  without  issue.  A  daugh- 
ter of  the  settlor  by  a  second  marriage  filed  a  bill  against  the  husband, 
representative  of  his  wife,  the  daughter  by  the  first  marriage,  for  the 
£500,  considering  it  as  land  ;  and  it  was  observed  that  she  was  en- 
titled to  the  money,  but  that  the  husband  of  her  deceased  sister  was 
entitled  to  the  interest,  during  his  life,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  In 
the  present  case,  William  Fletcher,  the  son,  had  the  whole  beneficial 
title  vested  in  him  as  money,  subject  to  his  mother's  interest  for  life  or 
widowhood.  She  was  his  sole  next  of  kin,  and  her  personal  represent- 
atives are  now  entitled  to  the  estate  as  money;  the  bill  must  therefore 
be  dismissed,  without  costs.1 


ACKROYD    v.   SMITIISON. 

Ch  \n<  i  i:v.      1780. 
[Reported  1  Bro.  C.  C.  503.] 

Chbistopheh  Boldswobtb,  by  his  will,  gave  {int.  <tl.)  to  the  de- 
fendants, Smiths., n  and  [betson,  their  executors  and  administrators, 
£200  in  trnsl  to  put  the  Bame  oul  at  interest,  and  to  apply  the  interest 
in  bringing  up  the  defendant,  Mary  Bracklebank,  then  an  infant,  till 
21,  the  principal  to  be  paid  to  her  at  21,  and  If  Bhe  died  before  21, 
then  to  be  paid  t<>  her  representative;  and  bequeathed  t<>  the  Rev. 
Thomas  Whitaker  £100,  to  James  Roberta  and  William  Roberta  £100 
each,  to  Grace  Ogle  £200,  to  George,  Ann.  and  Phoebe  Ogle,  her  chil- 
dren, £100  each,  to  Joseph  Scurr  £200,  to  Benjamin  Wrighl  £200,  to 
Mrs.  Molyneaii\  £400,  to  Hannah  Close  £150,  i"  William  Hawk, 
i  Bee  A  a  r.  Walls,  9S  Ala.  884  (1894). 
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£100,  to  Mary  Rosa  £200,  to  Joseph  Marshall  6200,  all  which  legacies, 
ther  with  other  legacies  given  by  his  will,  he  directed  to  be  paid  at 
i  months  after  his  decease  ;  and  the  said  testator,  thereby, 
gave  all  his  messuages,  cottages,  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments, 
situate  at  the  Bank,  in  the  township  of  Leeds,  with  their  appurte- 
nances, and  all  his  real  estate,  not  thereinbefore  devised,  and  all  his 
household  goods  and  furniture,  plate,  linen,  stock  in  trade,  and  all  his 

jonal  estate  whatsoever,  unto  the  defendants  Sniithson  and  lhetson, 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same  to 
them,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  forever,  in  trust 
that  they  should,  as  soon  as  convenient  after  his  decease,  sell  all  his  said 
messuages,  &C.  lor  such  price  or  prices  as  could  be  got  for  the  same, 
and  thereby  to  convert  such  real  and  personal  estate,  so  to  them  de- 
vised, and  every  part  thereof,  into  ready  money,  and  by  and  out  of 
the  money  arising  by  such  sale  to  pay  all  his  debts,  legacies,  and  fu- 
neral expenses,  and  charges  of  proving  his  will ;  and  after  payment 
thereof,  and  retaining  to  themselves  £50  each,  which  he  thereby  gave 
them  for  their  trouble,  in  trust  out  of  such  moneys  to  arise  as  aforesaid, 
to  pay  all  legacies  and  annuities  thereby  bequeathed,  at  the  time  and 
in  the  manner  thereby  directed ;  and  if,  after  all  such  payments  made, 
and  putting  out  of  the  funds  as  thereby  directed,  for  raising  the  annu- 
ities thereby  given,  and  indemnifying  his  trustees  from  all  charges, 
expenses,  and  loss  which  might  attend  the  carrying  the  trusts  of  his 
will  into  execution,  there  should  remain  an  overplus  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustees,  which  he  apprehended  there  would  be  to  a  considerable 
amount,  he  directed  that  they,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  should,  within 
six  months  after  the  same  should  be  ascertained,  pay  the  same  unto 
his  said  legatees,  Thomas  Whitaker,  James  Roberts,  William  Roberts, 
Grace  Ogle,  George  Ogle,  Ann  and  Phoebe  Ogle,  Joseph  Scurr,  Ben- 
jamin Wright,  Mrs.  Molyneaux,  II.  Close,  William  Hawkeswell,  Mary 
Bracklebank,  Mary  Ross,  and  Joseph  Marshall,  in  proportion  to  their 

ercU  and  /isjiective  legacies  therein  to  them  bequeathed;  and  the 
testator  thereby  willed  and  devised  that  two  several  sums  of  £250 
each,  which  he  had  therein  directed  to  be  put  out  on  securities  in  the 
names  of  his  trustees,  and  the  interest  arising  therefrom  to  be  respect- 
ively paid  to  M.  Thackeray  and  R.  Grant  during  their  respective 
live-,  should  upon  the  several  deaths  of  them  the  said  M.  Thackeray 
and  R.  Grant,  be  paid  in  the  like  proportions  unto  them  his  said  sev- 
eral and  respective  legatees. 

Benjamin  Wright  and  Mrs.  Molyneaux  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  against  the 
surviving  legatees,  and  the  heir-at-law ;  claiming  the  legacies  given  to 
the  deceased  legatees,  their  shares  in  the  overplus,  and  in  the  two 
sums  of  £250  as  lapsed,  and  become  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator. 

The  cause  came  on  at  the  Rolls,  10th  July,  1778,  when,  his  Honor 
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(Sir  Thomas  Sewell)  being  of  opinion  that  the  surviving  legatees  took 
the  whole  residue,  in  proportion  to  their  several  legacies,  dismissed 
the  bill  without  costs. 

From  this  decree,  the  plaintiffs  appealed  to  Lord  Chancellor  [Thir- 
low]  ;  and  the  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  before  his  Lordship, 

Mr.  Kenyan  attempted  to  support  the  decree  — 

But  Lord  Chancellor,  being  clear  (without  hearing  much  argu- 
ment) that  this  was  a  tenancy  in  common  in  the  residue,  and  that 
therefore  the  shares  of  the  legatees  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime 
were  undisposed  of,  said  the  only  question  was  whether  such  shares 
belonged  wholly  to  the  next  of  kin,  or  to  the  heir-at-law. 

The  Attorney- General,  Mr.  Madocks,  and  Mr.  Selwyn  (for  the 
plaintiffs,  the  next  of  kin),  contended  —  that  the  testator  had  con- 
verted  his  real  estate  into  money,  out  and  out,  that  he  had  mixed  two 
funds,  and  made  all  personal  estate  ;  that  the  cases  therefore  of  Jlal- 
labar  v.  Mallabar,  For.  79,  and  Burour  v.  Motteux,  1  Yes.  320,  must 
govern  the  decision  here,  and  that  the  blending  the  funds  distinguished 
this  case  from  that  of  Bicjby  v.  Legarcl,  3  Cox  P.  W.  22,  note.  Mr.  Sel- 
wyn mentioned  the  cases  of  Flanagan  v.  Flanagan,  cited  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
500,  Fletcher  v.  Ashbumer,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  497,  and  Ogle  v.  Cook. 

Lord  Chancellor  thought  the  two  former  cases  did  not  apply;  but 
being,  in  general,  of  opinion  with  the  counsel  for  the  next  of  kin,  asked 
the  counsel  for  the  heir-at-law,  upon  what  grounds  they  could  support 
his  claim. 

Mr.  Scott,  for  the  heir-at-law,  said  they  claimed  on  his  behalf 
such  interest  in  the  moneys  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  testator's  real 
estates,  as  the  deceased  residuary  legatees  would  have  been  entitled 
to,  if  they  had  survived  the  testator;  or  so  much  of  (heir  shares  of 
the  overplus,  now  iu  the  events  which  have  happened,  undisposed  of,  as 
is  constituted  by  the  produce  of  the  testator's  real  estate.  That  the 
heir-at  law  is  entitled  to  every  interest  in  land,  not  disposed  of  by  his 
ancestor,  is  so  much  of  a  truism  that  it  calla  for  no  reasoning  to  sup- 
port it.  It  is  not  accessary  for  the  heir-at-law  to  deny  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator  ha-  designed  him  nothing;  his  intention  has 
certainly  been  equally  unpropitious  to  his  next  of  kin;  but  it   is  not 

enough  that  the  testator  did    not    intend   that  his  heir  should   take,  he 
must  make  a  disposition    in   favor  of  another;    if  he  has   not    actually 

disposed  of  nil  his  real  estate,  if  he  has  not  made  an  universal  beir, 
the  law  will  give  Bach  part  of  his  peal  estate  as  he  has  not  actually  and 
eventually  disposed  of.  even  against  his  intention,  and  </  fortiori  in  a 
when:  he  has  expressed  no  intention,  t(,  the  hmre%  natw.  If  the 
interest  of  the  deceased  legatees  had  been  an  interest  in  the  produce 
of  mere  peal  estate,  not  blended  with  the  produce  of  personal  estate, 
it  h.'is  been  admitted,  upon  both  bearings,  that  the  benefit  of  the  lapsi  d 
devises  would,  according  to  the  case  of-  Digby  and  Legard,  and  the 
principle  of  the  <■:,-,-  ,,f  Wmbtyn  and  Freeman,  Pre.  Chan.  641,  and 
of  many  oth.r  .  have  accrued  to  the  heir-at-law.     it  La  admitted,  and 
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cannot  be  denied,  that  where  a  testator  directs  real  estate  to  be  sold 
for  special  purposes,  it*   any  of  those   purposes  become  incapable  of 
taking  effect,  the  heir-at-law  shall  take;  because  there  is  an  end  of 
the  disposition  when  there  is  an  end  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
made  :  but  it  is  contended  here  that  the  testator  had  not  a  special  in- 
tention, but  that  he  meant  the  produce  of  his  real  estate  should  be  con- 
sidered as  personal  estate,  that  he  intended  to  convert  it  out  and  out, 
that  lie  has  not  kept  the  funds  distinct,  but  that  he  has  blended  them 
>,.  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  distinguished,  and  that  the  cases  there- 
fore of  Durourv.  Motteux,  and  Mallabar  v.  Mallabar,  are  authorities 
in  point,  that   the  whole  fund  is  personal.     We  admit  that  a  person 
may  decide  what  shall  be  the  nature  of  his  property  after  his  death,  so 
as  to  preclude  all  question  between  real  and  personal  representatives. 
But  we  insist   that  if  he  has  not  actually  and  eventually  so  decided, 
thev  upon  whom  the  law  casts  the  title  to  personal  estate  can  no  more 
claim  in  a  court  of  equity,  money  arising  from  the  sale  of  land,  than 
the  heir  can  claim  property  admitted  to  be  of  a  personal  nature.     As 
to  the  question  of  fact,  whether  he  meant  that  in  some  event  only,  or 
that  in  all  events  the  produce  of  his  real  estates  should  be  considered 
as  personalty,   we  admit  that  in  favor  of  his  residuary  legatees,   he 
meant  to  convert  the  whole  into  personalty  in  case  all  his  residuary 
legatees  should  eventually  take  the  whole;  but  we  contend  that  he  has 
intimated  no  intention  as  to  that  part  of  the  produce,  as  to  which  his 
disposition,  in  the  event  which  has  happened,  has  failed  of  effect.     He 
converts  it  out  and  out,  indeed,  if  you  speak  of  his  intention  as  to  the 
qualities  of  the  property  which  his  legatees  were  to  take;    but  as  to 
such  part  of  the  property  as,  in  the  event,  they  have  not  taken,  he  has 
not  determined  upon  its  nature  ;  he  never  meant  to  determine  upon  its 
nature,  as  between  his  heir-at-law  and  his  personal  representative  or 
next  of  kin,  because  he  appears  not  to  have  adverted  to  the  possibility 
of  any  events  taking  place  which  would  give  the  one  or  the  other  an 
interest  in  his  property,  and  he  designed  no  part  of  his  property  for 
either.     In  the  event,  the  one  or  other  must  take  some  part  of  it;  but 
to  say  he  has  made  it  all  personal  property,  and  that  therefore  the  law 
must  give  it  to  the  next  of  kin,  is  to  apply  an  argument  deduced  from 
what  was  the  testator's  intention  in  case  events  had  taken  place  which 
have  not  occurred,  for  the  sake  of  proving  a  similar  intention,  if  cir- 
cumstances happened  directly  contrary  to  those  with  relation  to  which 
only  the  testator  framed  his  intention.     To  argue  from  what  the  tes- 
tator intended  with  respect  to  residuary  legatees,  by  way  of  proving 
that  he  intended  the  same  in  favor  of  his  next  of  kin,  is  to  reason 
from  a  case  in  which  intention  is  expressed,  to  prove  a  like  intention 
in  a  case  which  supposes  the  absence  of  intention :  though  the  testator 
therefore  intended,  that  his  legatees,   if  they  had  lived,  should  take 
th<  hares  of  such  part  of  the  general  surplus  as  was  pro- 

duced by  the  sale  of  the  real  estates  as  money,  he  has  not  declared 
any  intention  relative  to  its  nature  in  case  that  particular  event  of  his 
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should  be  disappointed.  In  the  event,  therefore,  which  has  happened, 
it  is  so  much  undisposed  of,  arising  from  the  sale  of  lands.  Such 
money  in  this  court  is  land ;  and,  as  such,  the  heir  claims  it.  Suppose 
all  the  fifteen  legatees  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  would 
it  not  have  been  competent  to  the  heir-at-law  to  have  insisted,  in 
equity,  that  no  sale  should  be  made  of  the  real  estate?  Would  it 
have  been  possible  to  contend  that,  because  the  testator  had  blended 
the  funds,  in  order  to  make  a  disposition  which  never  took  effect,  and 
without  a  view  to  any  other  given  circumstances,  that  he  had  therefore 
blended  them,  if,  in  the  event,  he  had  made  no  disposition  ;  that  be- 
cause he  had  made  the  real  estate  personal  to  give  it  to  his  residuary 
legatees,  and  to  disappoint  his  heir,  he  meant  also  to  disappoint  his 
heir,  whether  his  residuary  legatees  did  or  did  not,  in  the  event, 
t:ike  the  benefit  of  that  disposition?  The  fact  of  his  having  blended 
the  funds  proves  not  a  mere  inattention,  not  mere  indifference  to 
the  interests  both  of  his  next  of  kin  and  his  heir-at-law,  but  it 
proves  a  purpose  hostile  to  both  :  can  that  fact  then  be  a  ground, 
from  whence  to  infer  that,  in  a  change  of  circumstances,  he  had  a 
purpose  of  kindness  and  bounty  to  the  next  of  kin,  and  adverse  to 
the  interest  of  the  heir  only?  The  reason  of  the  intention  ceasing, 
the  intention  should  be  taken  to  have  ceased.  The  testator  meant 
to  change  the  legal  qualities  of  his  property,  when  he  meant  to  alter 
the  disposition  which  the  law  would  make  of  his  property  :  but  if, 
in  the  event,  the  law  was  to  make  the  disposition  of  any  part  of  the 
property,  —  he  meant,  for  anght  that  appears  to  the  contrary  (and 
something  must  appear  to  the  contrary  to  defeat  the  claim  of  the  heir), 
that  the  law  which  made  the  disposition,  should  decide  on  the  qualities 
of  the  property  of  which  it  was  to  dispose.  If  then,  in  case  all  the 
residuary  legatees  had  died,  the  heir  could  have  prevented  a  sale, — 
is  it  to  be  said,  that  because  a  sale  musl  be  made,  he  shall  not  have 

that  part  of  its  produce  which  the  objects  of  the  testator's  hoiintv  can- 
not take?      It  is  not  true,  that   where  it  is  necessary  that    a   sale   should 

in-  made  to  effectuate  the  testator's  purposes,  which  are  capable  of 
taking  effect,  that  such  sale  will  convert  the  nature  of  that  part  of  its 
produce  which  cannol  he  applied  according  to  the  testator's  intention. 
In  the  case  of  Emblyn  and  Freeman^  Pre.  Chan.  541,  the  heir  was 
held  entitled  to  C200  .•ni^in-r  from  the  sale  of  real  estate,  which  the 
testator  had  made  liable  to  an  appointmenl  by  not.',  concerning  which 
he  bad  made  no  appointmenl  ;  and  there  a  sale  was  necessary.  In  the 
.:'  Digby  v.  Legard,  •"•  I'.  W.  22,  note,  where  the  heir  was  held 

entitled    to   the   heiielit    of    the   devi-e    !.l  |  .-,1  . 1     1  iv    the   de:ilh   of    nlic    ,,f    |j\e 

tenants  in  common  <>f  mono}*,  to  in-  raised  bj  Bale  of  real  estates  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  the  beir  could  not  possibly  prevent  a  sale. 
As  to  the  cases  of  MaUabar  and  Mallabar,  and  Durour  \.  Motteaux, 
they  can  he  considered  as  authorities  only  bj  those  who  do  not  attend 
to  the  distinction  submitted  above :  they  are  bo  far  from  deciding  the 
case,  that  they  establish  no  principle  which  applies  to  it.     In  Mallabar 
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and  MaUabar,  the  real  and  personal  estate  are  ool  blended  by  the  terms 
of  the  devise  in  the  beginning  of  the  will,  which  is  a  devise  of  real  estate 
only,  upon  trust  to  aell:  and  that  out  of  the  moneys  arising  therefrom, 

stater's  debts  should  be  paid,  and  after  payment  thereof,  he  de- 
vised, .'nt  of  the  remainder  of  the  money,  £500  to  his  sister  Mary 
Bainbridge,  £500  to  his  sister's  two  children,  that  should  be  living  at 
the  time  of  his  decease,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them;  £500  to 
bis  uephew  Nicholas,  who  was  his  heir-at-law;  £500  to  be  divided 
amongst  the  children  of  his  late  brother,  James  MaUabar,  living  at  his 
decease;  then  follows  the  clause  which  was  held  to  blend  the  funds. 
••  /  .  after  all  my  debts  and  legacies  paid,  I  give  and  bequeath  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  my  personal  estate  unto  my  sister  Esther  Mal- 
labar:  "  and  appoint  her  executrix.  The  question  was,  whether  there 
was  a  resulting  trust  for  the  heir,  as  to  the  money  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  real  estate,  after  payment  of  the  debts,  and  the  several  sums  of 
£.")00.  The  court  held  that  the  testator  had  made  all  his  property  per- 
sonal, or  rather  it  inferred  from  the  purpose  of  the  testator,  as  far  as 
that  could  be  collected  from  the  will,  that  the  testator  meant  by  the 
residuary  clause  to  describe  not  only  money  strictly  personal  estate, 
but  the  money  claimed  by  the  heir  likewise;  the  court  inferred  this 
from  the  circumstance  of  the  heir's  having  a  legacy  of  £500  out  of  that 
very  money,  and  because,  if  a  different  construction  was  made,  the 
sister  his  executrix,  to  whom  the  testator  clearly  intended  to  give  a 
beneficial  interest,  would  have  taken  nothing  but  a  troublesome  office  ; 
for,  if  the  words,  "  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate,"  did  not  include 
this  money,  the  personal  estate  must  have  been  first  applied,  to  pay  the 
debts  and  legacies,  in  exoneration  of  the  real  estates  charged  therewith 
by  the  will,  and  the  executrix  would  have  had  an  office  of  trouble 
without  the  benefit  intended  her :  but  though  the  court  considered  the 
surplus  of  the  money  as  personalty,  as  between  her,  whom  it  held  to 
be  a  residuary  legatee,  and  the  heir,  to  effectuate  the  testator's  inten- 
tion, does  it  follow,  that  if  the  testator  had  died  intestate  as  to  the 
surplus,  as  the  testator  here  did  as  to  a  part  of  it,  that  the  court  would 
have  determined  against  the  heir  in  favor  of  the  next  of  kin,  in  whose 
favor  no  such  argument  as  to  intention  could  have  been  urged?     If  the 

iary  legatee  had  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  will  must  have 
had  the  same  construction  as  if  the  residuary  clause  had  not  been  in- 
serted ;  for  where  the  residuary  clause  has  no  operation  to  any  sub- 
stantial purpose,  it  cannot  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  will :  if  it 
had  not  been  inserted,  the  devise  of  the  real  estate  would  have  been 
a  devise  to  pay  debts  and  legacies  merely;  in  such  case,  then,  it  is 
clear  that,  as  to  the  surplus,  there  would  have  been  a  resulting  trust 
for  the  heir.  The  debts  and  the  sums  of  £500  being  paid,  the  testa- 
tor's intention  would  have  been  satisfied,  to  the  extent  in  which  it  could 
take  effect ;  there  would  then  have  been  an  end  of  the  disposition. 
There  is  no  difference  between  such  a  case,  and  the  present  case,  ex- 
cept that  in  that  case  there  is  no  residuary  legatee  as  to  any  part  of  the 
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surplus ;  here  there  is  none  as  to  some  part  of  it ;  there,  then,  is  a 
general  intestacy,  as  to  the  surplus,  here  a  partial  intestacy :  but  the 
effect  of  a  partial  intestacy  must  be  the  same,  as  to  the  part,  as  the 
effect  of  a  general  intestacy  is  to  the  whole.  The  case  of  Durour  and 
Motteux  is  also  a  case  between  residuary  legatees  and  the  heir-at-law  ; 
there,  the  testator  gave  all  his  real  estates  to  sell  ami  dispose  of  the 
whole  with  his  personal  estate,  blending  them,  for  payment  of  his 
debts,  legacies  and  funeral  expenses,  and  performance  of  his  will ;  he 
gave  several  legacies,  and  among  the  rest,  £1200  or  thereabouts,  where- 
of part  was  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  lands  for  chari- 
table uses,  some  of  which  were,  confessedly,  within  the  Mortmain  Act, 
and  the  rest  determined  to  be  so ;  the  question  was,  whether  the  £1200 
should  go  to  the  heir-at-law  or  to  the  residuary  legatees.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  said,  that  he  was  of  opinion,  that  the  money  which  should  arise 
by  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  was  turned  into  personal,  and  so  intended 
by  the  testator,  it  plainly  appearing,  that  by  the  description  of  all  his 
personal  estate,  he  meant  to  include  the  whole  in  the  residue,  so  that 
it  is  to  be  considered  now  as  personal  estate  ;  then  it  comes  to  this,  a 
will  is  made,  in  which  there  are  several  legacies,  and  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate  is  given  away  ;  one  of  the  personal  legacies  is  void  In- 
law ;  the  court  cannot  say,  for  that  reason,  that  he  intended  to  die  in- 
testate, for  giving  the  residue  over  includes  everything,  let  it  fall  in  by 
reason  of  the  legacies  being  void,  or  lapsing  in  the  life  of  the  testator. 
Now,  here,  the  reasoning  of  the  court  is  grounded  upon  the  testator's 
intention  to  give  his  residuary  legatees  everything  which  was  not 
otherwise  effectually  disposed  of.  And  the  testator  was  held  to  have 
converted  bis  real  estate  out  and  out  into  personal  estate,  to  effectuate 
that  intention  ;  for  the  residuary  legatees  could  not  otherwise  take  the 
£1200.  lint  if  the  residuary  legatees  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  and  tlie  next  of  kin  had  been  called  apon  to  sustain  the  ques- 
tion againsl  the  heir,  the  reasoning  of  the  court  would  not  apply: 
arguments  from  intention,  in  their  favor,  could  not  lie  resorted  to.  and 

the  court  mighl  have  said,  and  must  have  said,  that  the  testator   meant 

to  die  intestate  a-  to  the  surplus,  if  then-  was  no  residuary  legatee 
named  in  his  will  living  at  his  death.  It  could  not.  in  that  case,  have 
aid,  that  the  testator  meant,  by  the  description  of  all  his  personal 
estate,  to  include  the  whole  in  the  residue,  and  therefore  the  void 
legacy  of  £1200  among  the  rest;  because  the  will,  in  thai  case,  must 
be  considered  as  if  nothing  concerning  the  residue  bad  been  in 
in  it.  Here  he  meant  to  make  one  fund  of  the  whole,  to  effectuate  his 
intended  disposition  of  the  whole;  but  [f  subsequent  events  defeated 

that  disposition,  his  intention,  in  Case  it  took  effect,  is  no  proof  that  he 

had  thesame  intention  in  case  it  did  not  take  effect.  If  there  had  been 
iduary  clause,  and  If  the  residuary  legatees  bad  been  dead,  it 
could  have  no  effect,  and  therefore  could  nol  nave  been  attended  to, 
In  Durour  v.  Motteux,  it  would  have  been  nothing  more  than  a  devise 
of  real  and  personal  estate  for  payment  of  debts,  valid  legacies,  and 
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funeral  expenses ;  it  would  have  been  then  a  disposition  with  a  special 
intention  ;  thai  intention  being  satisfied,  there  would  have  been  a  re- 
sulting trust  as  to  the  surplus.  It  is  said,  if  this  way  of  reasoning 
od,  it  would  have  entitled  the  heir  to  the  £1200  in  the  case  of 
Zhtrourv.  Mbtteuxi  for  it  was  the  testator's  intention  there,  that  the 
same  sum  should  be  considered  as  money  only,  in  case  the  charity  took 
it  :  that  the  testator  never  adverted  to  the  event  which  happened,  viz. 
the  residuary  legatee's  taking  it,  an  event  which  he  as  little  thought  of 
as  be  did  of  the  next  of  kin's  taking  the  residue.  The  answer  is,  the 
rule  of  law  would  not  suffer  in  that  case  what  no  rule  forbids  in  this 
the  law  says,  where  there  is  a  residuary  legatee,  the  testator  shall  be 
presumed  to  mean  that  he  should  take  whatever  lapses,  either  by  the 
death  of  the  legatees,  or  whatever  is  not  given  according  to  law.  So 
long  as  there  is  any  person  to  take,  who  is  declared  by  the  testator  to 
be  preferred  by  him  to  those  whom  the  law  appoints  to  succeed  him,  the 
heir  can  have  no  claim.  If  the  testator  spoke  for  himself,  he  would 
say.  if  my  special  intention  of  kindness  to  the  charity  fails,  my  general 
intention  of  bounty  to  my  residuary  legatee  shall  take  place :  but 
where  the  residuary  legatee  is  removed,  there  is  nothing  like  a  declara- 
tion, by  the  testator,  in  favor  of  the  next  of  kin,  to  entitle  them  to 
succeed  the  residuary  legatees,  as  there  is  where  there  is  a  general 
residuary  clause  in  a  will  in  favor  of  the  persons  named  in  it  to  succeed 
the  particular  legatees ;  and  to  money  arising  by  the  sale  of  land, 
there  can  be  no  claim,  in  the  next  of  his  kin,  but  what  arises  from  the 
declaration  of  the  testator ;  for  unless  he  directs,  or  expresses,  that  it 
shall  be  considered  as  personalt}-,  the  heir  must  take  it.  We  admit 
the  heir  then  to  be  excluded  whilst  there  are  any  persons  who  can  take 
the  produce  of  the  real  estate  under  the  will,  the  declaration  of  the 
testator's  intention  :  we  deny  that  he  is  excluded  try  any  who  make 
their  claim  not  under  the  will,  but  in  defect  of  the  will ;  or  that  the  in- 
tention in  the  will  can  affect  those  who  claim,  upon  the  ground  that  there 
is  no  will  which  relates  to  the  subject.  The  case  of  Cruse  v.  Barley 
and  Banson,  before  Sir  Jo.  Jekyll,  3  Wms.  20,  seems  to  establish 
those  principles ;  for  it  shows,  that  where  an}-  part  of  the  produce  of 
the  real  estate  is  so  given,  as  to  prove  that  it  was  not  the  testator's 
intention,  in  case  that  part  should  lapse,  that  it  should  go  to  the  residu- 
ary legatees,  but  that  he  has  given  them  the  residue  exclusive  of  that 
part,  it  shall  not  go  as  undisposed  personalty  to  the  next  of  kin.  Why 
should  the  next  of  kin  take  in  preference  to  the  heir  what  the  residu- 
ary legatees  cannot  take  for  another  reason,  namely,  removal  by  death? 
The  case  was,  William  Banson,  seised  in  fee  of  freehold  and  copyhold 
lands,  which  he  had  surrendered  to  the  use  of  his  will,  and  being  much 
indebted  by  mortgages,  and  having  a  wife  and  five  children,  devised  all 
his  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  to  the  defendant  Barley  and  his  heirs, 
in  trust  to  sell  for  the  best  price,  and  in  the  first  place  to  pay  off  all  his 
encumbrances  and  his  debts.  He  also  devised  his  personal  estate  to 
the  same  trustee,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  after  the  testator's  debts  paid,  to 
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apply  the  money  arising  by  sale  of  the  personal  estate,  and  also  the 
money  to  be  produced  by  side  of  the  real  estate,  among  his  five  chil- 
dren, in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned  :  To  his  eldest  son  £200  at  his 
age  of  21  ;  all  the  rest  and  residue  thereof  among  his  four  younger 
children  at  21,  and  with  benefit  of  survivorship;  the  eldest  son  died 
under  21  :  the  question  was,  what  was  to  become  of  the  £200.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  thought  it  would  not  go  to  the  younger  children, 
who  were  only  to  have  the  residue,  but  to  the  heir.  It  was  objected 
that  all  is  made  personal  estate  ;  the  surplus  of  the  money  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  is  to  go  to  the  kceredes  facti. 
There  could  be  no  doubt,  it  was  urged,  if  the  eldest  son  had  died  in  the 
testator's  life,  it  would  have  been  a  lapsed  residuum :  But  his  Honor, 
after  looking  into  precedents,  declared  for  the  heir,  that  it  was  the 
same  as  if  so  much  land,  as  was  of  the  value  of  £200  had  not  been  to 
be  sold,  but  suffered  to  descend.  As  to  the  case  of  Flanagan  v. 
Flanagan,  it  is  perfectly  different  from  this  :  That  was  a  question  be- 
tween the  real  and  personal  representative  of  a  person  entitled  under 
the  will  of  the  testator.  The  land  was  sold  under  a  decree  of  the 
court,  in  a  cause  in  which  the  person,  through  whom  both  claimed,  was 
party  ;  and  the  decree  had  ordered  the  surplus,  if  there  should  be  any, 
to  be  paid  to  James  Flanagan  the  father  and  James  Flanagan  the  son 
equally.  The  sale  was  made  under  the  decree ;  and  the  question  aris- 
ing between  the  real  and  personal  representative  of  Flanagan  the 
father,  the  court  determined  the  surplus  should  have  the  same  nature, 
with  respect  to  them,  as  the  decree  had  given  it  with  respect  to  Flana- 
gan the  father.  In  that  case,  too,  the  testator  had,  foreseeing  that  a 
sale  could  not  be  made,  which  would  produce  the  exact  sum  and  no 
more,  directed  his  trustees  to  convey  the  residue  of  the  real  estate, 
which  should  remain  unsold,  or  pay  the  produce  of  such  part  as  should 
be  sold,  and  all  other  the  residue  of  his  real  estates,  between  the  father 
and  the  son.  Scudamort  v.  Scudamore,  Pre.  Ch.  518,  is  no1  to  this 
point:  it  determines  that  the  representatives  of  a  person  entitled  under 
a  will  shall  take  money,  as  money  or  as  land,  according  as  the  person 
whose  representatives  they  are  would  have  taken  it;  but  it  decides 
nothing  between  the  heir  and  persona]  representative  of  the  testator 
himself.  There  is  no  case  in  which  the  next  of  kin  have  been  consid- 
ered as  entitled  against  the  heir,  in  the  event   of  a    lapse  of  the   whole, 

or  a  part  of  the  residue,  except  the  case  of  OgU  v.  ('<>,>/,■.  heard  19th 
February,  1748,  which,  bo  far  as  it  relates  to  this  Bubjeot,  was  thus: 

.Mr.  <  >gle  made  his  will  in  1711.  and  gave  his  real   estate  to  trustees   to 

sell,  and  vest  the  money  in  stock,  and  pay  the  interest  to  his  wife 
during  her  widowhood,  and  after  ber  death,  or  marriage,  the  principal 
to  his  two  daughters  equally,  except  that  the  eldest  was  to  have  £1000 
more  than  the  other:  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  In  the 
same  way.  Be  afterwards  executed  a  conveyance  In  trust  to  sell,  for 
payment  of  bis  debts,  which  was  held  a  revocation  pro  tanto  only,  and 
part  was  sold.     One  of  the  daughters  died  In  Mr.  I  fgle'a  life.     The  bill 
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was  brought  by  the  widow,  and  the  eldesl  daughter,  against  the  son, 
the  heir,  and  the  trustees,  to  have  the  residue  of  the  estate  sold,  and 
claiming  the  share  of  the  deceased  daughter,  as  personal  estate  of  Mr. 
Ogle,  to  be  divided  between  them  and  the  son.  The  son  insisted  that 
her  share  was  to  be  considered  as  real  estate:  the  court  decreed  the 
residue  of  the  estate  to  be  sold,  and  that  the  produce  should  be  con- 
red  as  Mr.  Ogle's  personal  estate.  Here,  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  to  convert  this  estate  into  money,  for  the 
sake  of  his  daughters,  was  taken  to  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  the 
court's  considering  the  moiety,  which  in  the.  event  was  undisposed,  as 
personal  estate:1  hut  the  ease  of  Digby  v.  Legard,  is  a  later  au- 
thority, and  contradicts  the  doctrine  of  that  case.  The  cases  are  not 
in  any  respect  different,  except  in  the  number  of  the  persons  interested 
in  the  produce.  The  daughters,  in  the  case  of  Ogle  v.  Cook,  indeed 
had  an  interest  in  the  personal,  as  well  as  real  estate,  which  was  not 
given  in  that  of  Digby  v.  Legard ;  but  the  funds  are  kept  separate, 
and  not  blended  in  Ogle  v.  Cook.  The  determination  in  the  later 
case,  we  submit,  is  neither  justified  by  principle  nor  by  authority.  The 
case  of  Ogle  v.  Cook  admits  the  deceased  daughter's  moiety,  in  both 
the  real  and  personal  funds,  to  be  undisposed,  but  it  supposes  that  the 
conversion,  which  the  testator  made  with  a  view  to  disposition,  is  to 
take  effect,  though  the  disposition  does  not  take  effect.  Upon  the 
whole,  we  contend,  that,  if  the  shares  of  the  deceased  legatees  in  the 

i  In  the  case  of  Collins  v.    Wakcman,  2  Ves.  Jr.   683,    686,  687  (1795),  Lour 
LouGHBOEOUGH,  C,  said  of  Ogle  v.  Cook  :  "  I  have  had  the  Register's  book  examined, 
and  it  does  not  stand  in  contradiction  to  the  other  cases.     It  was  particularly  circum- 
stanced ;  but  Lord  Hardwicke  had  made  no  disposition  of  the  surplus  arising  from  the 
sale  of  that  estate.     He  considered  it  as  personal  property,  and  could  not  consider  it 
otherwise,  for  the  only  purpose  expressed  in  the  decree  he  actually  made.     Cook,  the 
testator,  directing  certain  parts  of  his  real  estate  to  be  turned  into  money,  and  the 
produce  to  be  laid  out  in  stock,  always  subject  to  debts,  gave  the  interest  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  after  her  decease  the  principal  to  his  daughters ;  taking  notice,  that  his  heir 
was  otherwise  provided  for,  and  giving  him  a  legacy  of  books  on  condition  of  paying 
I  to  his  sisters.    The  testator  afterwards  conveyed  the  very  estate,  that  was  the  sub- 
•  of  the  devise,  to  a  creditor,  to  whom  he  had  assigned  a  mortgage,  that  covered  the 
estate  devised  and  a  little  more.     He  directed  the  estate  to  be  sold  to  pay  the  debts. 
It  was  an  absolute  conveyance  for  a  sum  of  money  ;  but, by  a  defeasance,  the  person, 
to  whom  the  estate  was  conveyed,  was  directed  to  account,  after  satisfying  the  debts, 
to  Cook  himself.     The  question  was,  whether  the  devise  was  not  revoked.     Lord  Hard- 
■■  held  it  not  revoked  by  the  deed,  which  in  fact  did  what  the  testator  had  by  his 
will  directed  to  be  done.     But  the  bill  states,  that  without  carrying  into  execution  all 
the  purposes  of  the  agreement  and  reducing  the  whole  into  money  there  was  not  sulli- 
cient  to  pay  the  debts  and  legacies.     Therefore  Lord  Hardwicke  only  decreed,  that  the 
remainder  "after  satisfying  the  particular  debts  should  be  taken  as  part  of  the  personal 
estate,  and  directed  an  account  of  the  personal   estate,  including  in  it  the  produce  of 
the  real,  and  an  application  ;  and  he  reserved  the  consideration  of  what  should  be  done 
with  the  surplus  till  after  the  report.     Therefore  the  only  point,  which  applies  to  that 
string  of  cases,  was  left  undecided.     Consequently  it  does  not  stand  in  contradiction  to 
them  ;  and  I  am  perfectly  satisfied,  that  where  the  court  has  no  direction  from  the 
itor,  to  whom  the  money  arising  from  any  part  of  his  real  estate  shall  go,  it  rests 
with  his  heir-at-law." 
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overplus  are  undisposed,  parts  of  those  shares  being  constituted  by 
mone}-  arising  from  the  sale  of  real  estate,  the  heir  is  entitled  to  such 
part ;  that  the  intention  of  the  testator,  in  the  events  that  have  hap- 
pened, does  not  destroy  his  claim  ;  and  that  this  is  a  case  to  which  the 
principles  of  the  adjudications  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  next  of  kin 
do  not  apply. 

The  Chancellor  reversed  the  decree,  and  directed  an  account  to  be 
taken  of  the  personal  estate,  and  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  of 
the  real  estate,  and  that  the  share  of  the  deceased  legatees,  in  the  over- 
plus, should  be  divided  between  the  next  of  kin  and  the  heir ;  that  is, 
so  much  of  those  shares  as  was  constituted  of  the  personal  estates,  to 
the  next  of  kin,  and  so  much  as  was  made  up  of  the  produce  of  the 
real  estate,  to  the  heir.  He  said  that  he  fully  approved  the  determina- 
tion in  Digbg  v.  Legard.  That  he  used  to  think,  when  it  was  neces- 
sary for  any  purposes  of  the  testator's  disposition,  to  convert  the  land 
into  money,  that  the  undisposed  money  would  be  personalty  ;  but  the 
cases  fully  proved  the  contrary.  It  would  be  too  much  to  sa}',  that,  if 
all  the  legatees  had  died,  the  heir  could,  as  he  certainly  might,  he  said, 
prevent  a  sale  :  and  yet  to  say  that,  because  a  sale  was  necessary,  the 
heir  should  not  take  the  undisposed  part  of  the  produce.  The  heir 
must  stand  in  the  place  of  the  residuary  legatees  who  died,  as  to  the 
produce  of  the  real  estate.  He  said  he  approved  the  distinctions  made 
in  behalf  of  the  heir,  and  decreed  as  before.1 


TOWNLEY   v.   BEDWELL. 
Chanceky.     1808. 
[Reported  14  Vet.  591.] 

I'v  the  master's  report  under  an  order  of  reference  to  state  encum- 
brances it  appeared,  that  a  lease  had  been  executed  in  17;*.")  by  the 
testator  in  this  cause  to  Townley  for  thirty-three  years  ;  with  a  proviso, 
that,  if  Townley,  bis  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  be 
desirous  to  purchase  the  premises  within  six  years,  be,  ids  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  should  pay  to  the  testator,  Ids  heirs  or 
assigns,  £600  for  the  purchase  upon  having  a  good  title  made  to  him, 
Townley,  his  executors,  administrate!  igns. 

The  testator  died  before  the  expiration  of  six  years  from  the  date  of 
the  lease.  After  his  death,  and  within  that  period,  Townley  declared 
his  option  to  purchase,  according  to  the  proviso* 

i  Bee  Cogan  w,  Stephens,  5  L  3  N  8  Cb.  17  (1886);  Fitch  »  WtJbtr,  6  Ea 
11.-,  ii    .  i    Buck/and,  1  Ch.  D.  806  (1876);  fun  Wood,  [1898]  9  CI 

\l         ,i:  \    .i    i  10)     Cf.  Hutching    i    /"        I  -  <>li.  Si.   180 

1),    Bee  alio  Eqoiubla  ConTenlon,  \<y  C.  C.  LangdeU,  19  Harv.  L.  Rev.  1. 
vol.  vi. — 28 
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The  master's  report  also  Btated  an  agreement  for  a  lease  to  Pratt; 
a  proviso  for  a  covenant,  that,  if  at  any  time  after  the  ground 
should  be  covered  with  houses  by  the  tenant,  he,  Pratt,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  should  be  minded  to  have  all  or  any  part 
made  freehold,  the  testator,  his  heirs,  exeeulors,  &c.  would  make  a 
title;  the  value  to  be  fixed  by  two  persons  :  one  to  be  appointed  by 
the  testator;  the  other  by  Pratt  In  pursuance  of  that  agreement  a 
lease  was  granted  in  1791  for  ninety-nine  years. 

A  petition  was  presented  by  the  heir-at-law;  praying  to  be  let  into 
possession;  and  to  have  the  rents,  accrued,  paid  to  him  out  of  court. 
No  option  to  purchase  had  been  declared  as  to  the  premises  demised 
to  Pratt. 

J//-.  Fonblanque  and  Mr.  J><11,  in  support  of  the  petition. 

Tin  Lord  Chancellor.  [Lord  Eldon.]  This  precise  question  was 
decided  at  the  Rolls  by  Lord  Kenyon;  holding,  that  upon  such  a  con- 
tract by  a  lessee,  for  liberty  to  purchase  the  freehold  and  inheritance 
within  a  certain  period  at  a  limited  price,  from  the  death  of  the  lessor 
the  rent  went  to  the  heir ;  but  the  money,  when  the  purchase  was 
claimed,  belonged  to  the  executor. 

Sir  Samuel  RomiUy,  Mr.  Wetherell,  and  Mr.  Jleald,  for  the  next 
of  kin. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  observed,  as  to  the  premises,  demised  to 
Pratt,  that  until  the  option  declared,  which  ascertains,  whether  the 
estate  is  ever  to  be  converted,  the  rents  and  profits  must  go  according 
to  the  freehold  title  ;  and  it  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the  next 
of  kin,  that  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  that  the  heir  ma}-  be  let  into 
possession,  could  not  be  resisted. 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  The  case  to  which  I  alluded  j-esterday  is 
Lawes  v.  Bennett  [I  Cox,  1G7  (1785)],  which  according  to  my  own 
note  was  this. 

A  person,  named  Witterwronge,  in  1758  demised  to  Douglas  for 
seven  years  ;  with  a  covenant,  that,  if  after  the  29th  of  September, 
17G1,  and  before  the  29th  of  September,  1765,  Douglas  should  choose 
to  purchase  the  inheritance  for  £3000,  Witterwronge  would  convey  ac- 
cordingly. Witterwronge  died  in  17G3:  no  election  having  been  then 
made  by  Douglas  ;  and  left  all  his  real  estate  to  John  Bennett;  and  all 
his  personal  estate  to  Bennett  and  his  sister,  equally,  as  tenants  in 
common.  In  17G5,  before  the  29th  of  September,  Waller,  who  had  pur- 
chased the  lease  and  the  benefit  of  the  agreement  from  Douglas,  called 
upon  Bennett,  the  devisee  of  the  real  estate,  to  convey  upon  payment 
of  £3000.  The  bill  was  filed  in  1781  by  Lawes,  the  husband  of  Ben- 
nett's sister,  against  the  personal  representative  of  Bennett,  the  brother, 
claiming  a  moiety  of  the  £3000  and  interest ;  and  Lord  Kenyon  made 
the  decree  accordingly  ;  observing,  that,  though  Witterwronge  could 
not  have  compelled  Douglas  to  purchase,  the  mone}^  was  at  the  time 
of  the  election  declared  to  be  considered  as  the  personal  estate  of  the 
te.itator ;  and  did  not  belong  to  the  devisee  of  the  real  estate. 
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That  case  was  very  much  argued ;  and  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a 
great  deal  may  not  be  urged  against  it ;  but,  where  there  is  a  decision 
precisely  in  point,  it  is  better  to  follow  it. 

Therefore  the  rents  of  the  premises  demised  to  Pratt  and  the  rents 
of  the  other  premises,  demised  to  Towriley,  until  the  option,  declared 
by  him,  belong  to  the  heir ;  and  from  the  time  of  that  option  Townley 
is  entitled  to  the  latter ;  and  must  be  charged  with  interest  upon  his 
purchase-money  ;  which  money  and  interest  are  personal  estate  of  the 
testator ;  and  go  to  his  next  of  kin.1 


SMITH   v.   CLAXTON. 

Chancery.     1819. 

[Reported  i  Mad.  484.] 

Thomas  Smith  by  his  will,  1st  April  1811,  after  making  certain 
specific  bequests  to  his  wife  Margaret  Smith,  bequeathed  all  other  his 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  unto  P.  Ilisil- 
ton  and  Thomas  Stephenson  (two  of  the  defendants),  their  executors, 
&c. ;  and  devised  all  his  freehold  messuages,  dwelling-houses,  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  town  of  Stokeslev.  unto  the 
use  of  Hisilton  and  Stephenson,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust,  as 
soon  as  might  be  after  his  decease,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  his  said  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects  for  the  best  price  that  could  be  reason- 
ably had  or  gotten  for  the  same  ;  and  directed  his  trustees,  and  the 
survivor,  &c.  to  stand  possessed  of  the  money  to  arise  and  be  produced 
by  the  sale,  upon  trust,  to  pay  such  debts  as  he  might  owe  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  his  funeral  expenses,  and  the  following  legacies  ;  viz. 
to  bifi  wife  £40,  to  be  paid  immediately  upon  his  decease;  to  his  son 
Thomas  Smith  £10,  to  be  also  paid  immediately  after  his  decease  ; 
to  his  sou  Joseph  Smith  (a  defendant)  £300;  to  his  son  Robert 
Smith  £l.oo();   and  to  his  niece  Mary  Totter  £40.    The   three  last 

legacies  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  six  calendar  months  after  his  decease, 

without  interest,  if  they  should   be  living,  but  not  otherwise.     And. 

upon  further   trust,   to   pay   testator's   nepliew-in-law  Thomas  Caxton, 

£lo.  to  be  paid  at  the  age  of  21  years,  and  Bubjecl  thereto  and  to  the 
provisos  in  bis  will ;  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  ultimate  residue  •'!•  surplus 
to  his  wife,  her  executors,  &o,  And  the  testator  by  liis  will  further 
and  devised  all  his  other  freehold  closes  <>r  parcels  of  ground  in 
the  township  or  parish  of  Stokesley,  known  by  the  name  of  Mill  R 
onto  Hisilton  and  Stephenson,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust,  to 

receive  the  profits  thereof,  and    to    pay  tin-    -aim-    to  his  wife  during  her 

i  Ct.  Edward   i    Wat,  7  Ch.  D.  868  (1878) ;  In  i  1894]  8  Ch.  606;  In  n 

PyU,  [1806]  i  Ch.724;    William*  f.  Baddaek,  146  N   V.  in  (1896);  Smith  r.  Loetotn- 

0  Oh.  st.  846  (189  ilea  Equitable  Conreraloo,  bj  C.  C  Laogdell,  18 

ll.-irv.  L.  Rev.  1,  i". 
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lift  :  and  after  her  death,  during  the  life  of  bis  son  Thomas,  to  pay  the 
same  into  his  proper  hands,  &c. ;  and  after  his  said  son's  decease,  that 
his  Baid  trustees  Bhould  stand  seised  of  the  said  closes,  upon  trust,  to 
sell  the  same,  and  to  apply  the  money  arising  by  the  sale  to  and 
amongst  Robert  the  son  of  the  said  testator's  son  Thomas,  and  all  and 
every  other  child  or  children  of  his  said  son  Thomas  Lawfully  to  be 
begotten,  in  equal  shares,  to  be  considered  a  vested  interest  in  them 
respectively  as  and  when  they  should  attain  twenty-one;  but  if  his  said 
grandson,  and  all  other  the  children  of  his  said  son  Thomas  thereafter 
to  be  born,  should  die  before  any  of  them  attained  twenty-one  years, 
unmarried,  and  without  issue,  then  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale  of  the 
said  closes  should  be  in  trust  for  the  testator's  sons  Joseph  and  Robert 
(in  equal  shares),  their  executors,  &c.  And  the  testator  further  gave 
certain  other  freehold  estates,  and  certain  leasehold  estates,  to  the  same 
trusties  upon  trust,  to  pay  an  annuity  of  £27  to  his  son  Thomas  during 
the  life  of  his  wife,  and  subject  thereto  to  pay  the  rent  and  profits  to 
his  son  Robert  for  his  life  ;  and  after  the  death  of  Robert  to  sell  the 
same,  and  apply  the  produce  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  Robert 
in  manner  therein  mentioned;  and  if  there  should  be  no  children  of 
Robert,  then  the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  should  be  in  trust  for  his 
the  testator's  sons  Thomas  and  Joseph,  in  equal  shares,  their  executors, 
&c. 

The  testator  died  29th  February  1816,  and  left  surviving  Thomas 
Smith  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law;  and  also  his  two  other  children 
Margaret  Smith  and  Joseph  Smith  ;  but  the  testator's  wife,  and  his  son 
Robert,  and  also  his  grandson  Robert  (the  son  of  the  testator's  son 
Thomas),  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  The  legacies  bequeathed 
to  them  having  lapsed,  the  other  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies  and 
debts  charged  upon  the  testator's  freehold  estate,  in  aid  of  his  personal 
estate,  were  very  small,  and  were  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate,  which 
was  more  than  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  same. 

Thomas  Smith,  the  son,  died  14th  June  1816,  without  issue,  having 
previously  made  his  will,  but  not  attested  so  as  to  pass  real  estates  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  his  wife,  and  others  ;  and  the  wife  filed  the 
present  bill  to  obtain  a  decision  as  to  the  effect  of  the  will  of  Thomas 
Smith  the  elder,  and  the  questions  were:  — 

1st.  Under  the  first  devise,  Whether,  as  the  debts  and  legacies  were 
paid  from  the  personal  estate,  and  the  wife  was  dead,  Thomas,  the 
heir  of  the  testator,  took  the  estates,  as  land  which  descended  to  his 
heir;  or  as  money,  which  passed  to  his  personal  representative? 

2d.  Under  the  second  devise,  Whether,  as  the  testator's  son  Robert 
had  died  in  his  lifetime,  the  moiety  of  the  produce  of  the  sale,  which 
was  given  to  him,  and  being  lapsed  b}-  his  death,  vested  in  Thomas  as 
the  heir  of  the  testator,  was  to  be  considered  as  land  descending  to  the 
heir  of  Thomas  ;  or  as  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Thomas? 

3d.  Under  the  third  devise,  Whether  the  moiety  of  the  produce  of 
lie,  which  Thomas  the  heir  took  by  limitation,  upon  failure  of 
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Robert  and  his  children,  was  also  to  be  considered  as  land  descending 
to  the  heir  of  Thomas  ;  or  as  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Thomas? 

Mr.  Bell  and  Mr.  Willis,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Sugden,  for  the  executors  of  Thomas  Smith  and  son,  in  the 
same  interest. 

Mr.  WethereU  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  defendant  Joseph  Smith. 

The  case  was  afterwards  re-argued,  as  to  the  Grst  devise  only,  by  Mr. 
Sugden  and  Mr.  Wilbraham. 

The  Vice-Chancellor.  [Sir  John  Leach.]  The  inaccuracy  of 
some  expressions,  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  books,  has  created 
much  of  the  difficulty  which  arises  in  cases  of  this  kind.  I  have 
anxiously  considered  every  authority  which  has  been  referred  to  ;  and 
my  endeavor  has  been  to  extract  from  them  certain  general  principles 
which  may  admit  of  clear  application.  Where  a  devisor  directs  his 
real  estate  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce  to  be  applied  to  particular  pur- 
poses, and  those  purposes  partially  fail,  the  heir-at-law  is  entitled  to 
that  part  of  the  produce  which  in  the  events  is  thus  undisposed  of. 
The  heir-at-law  is  entitled  to  it,  because  the  real  estate  was  land  at  the 
devisor's  death  ;  and  this  part  of  the  produce  is  an  interest  in  that  land 
not  effectually  devised,  and  which  therefore  descends  to  the  heir.  It  is 
for  this  reason  that  the  produce  of  an  estate,  which  the  devisor  directs 
to  be  sold,  can  never  be  strictly  part  of  his  general  personal  estate. 
If  a  devisor  directs  such  produce  to  be  paid  to  his  executors,  and  ap- 
plied as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  the  executors  take  it  as  devisees. 
Every  person,  taking  an  interest  iu  the  produce  of  land  directed  to  be 
sold,  is  in  truth  a  devisee,  and  not  a  legatee.  A  devisor  may  give  to 
his  devisee  either  land,  or  the  price  of  land,  at  his  pleasure  ;  and  the 
devisee  must  receive  it  in  the  quality  in  which  it  is  given,  and  cannot 
intercept  the  purpose  of  the  devisor.  If  it  be  the  purpose  of  the 
testator  to  give  land  to  the  devisee,  the  land  will  descend  to  his  heir; 
if  il  be  the  purpose  of  the  devisor  to  give  the  [trice  of  land  to  the  do- 
visee,  it  will,  like  other  money,  be  part  of  his  personal  estate.  Under 
•  •very  will,  when  the  question  is,  whether  the  devisee  or  the  heir  failing, 
the    devisee    takes    an    interest    in    [and,    as    land    or    money,    the    true 

inquiry  is,  whether  the  devisor  has  expressed  a  purpose  that,  in  the 

events  Which  have  happened,  the  land  shall  be  converted  into  money? 
Where  a  devisor  directs   his   land   to  be   sold,  and   the  produce  divided 

between  A.  and  B.  the  obvious  purpose  of  the  testator  is,  thai  there 
shall  be  a  sale  for  the  convenience  of  division;  and   A.  am!   B.  take 

their  several   interests   :ls   money,  and    not   land.      So,  if  A.  dies  iu  the 

lifetime  of  the  devisor,  and  the  heir  stands  jn  his  place,  the  purpose  of 
the  devisor,  thai  there  shall  be  a  sale  for  the  convenience  of  division, 

Still  applies  to  the  case;  ami  the  heir  will  take  the  share  of  A.  as  A. 
would  have  taken  it  —  as  money,  and  not  land.  P.ut  in  the  case  put, 
iet  it  he  supposed  I  hat   A.  and  I'».  both  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  de\  isor, 

and  the  whole  interest,  in  the  land  descends  to  the  heir;  the  question 
would  then  be,  whether  the  devisor  can  he  considered  as  having  ex* 
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any  purpose  of  Bale  applicable  to  that  event,  so  as  to  give  the 
interest  of  the  heir  the  quality  of  money.  The  obvious  purpose  of  the 
devisor  being,  thai  there  should  be  a  sale  for  the  convenience  of  divi- 
sion between  his  devisees,  thai  purpose  could  have  no  application  to  a 

case  in  which  the  devisees  wholly  failed,  and  the  heir  would  therefore 
the  whole  interest  as  laud. 

To  apply  these  principles,  which  1  apprehend  to  be  the  true  result 
of  all  the  authorities,  to  the  present  case:  Under  the  first  devise,  the 
be  is  directed  to  be  sold,  and  the  produce  applied  in  aid  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  in  payment  of  debts  and  legacies;  and  the  surplus  is 
given  to  the  wife.  The  debts  and  legacies  are  fully  paid  out  of  the 
persona]  estate  ;  and  the  wife  dies  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  The  whole 
interest  thus  resulted  to  Thomas  the  heir;  and  the  devisor's  purpose  of 
Bale  being  plainly  for  a  distribution,  according  to  the  will,  has  no  ap- 
plication to  the  events  which  have  happened,  and  Thomas  took  the 
estate  as  land,  which  descends  in  that  character  to  his  heir. 

Under  the  second  devise,  there  is  an  obvious  purpose  of  sale  for  the 
convenience  of  division  between  the  sons  of  Thomas,  or  failing  them, 
between  the  devisor's  sons  Joseph  and  Robert.  The  only  son  of 
Thomas,  and  the  devisor's  son  Robert,  both  die  in  the  devisor's  life- 
time, and  Thomas  the  heir  becomes  entitled,  by  lapse,  to  the  moiety  of 
the  produce  intended  for  Robert.  The  purpose  of  sale  for  convenience 
of  division  still  applies  to  the  events  which  have  happened,  and  this 
moiety  is  not  land,  but  personal  estate  of  Thomas  the  heir. 

Under  the  third  devise,  there  is  the  same  obvious  purpose  of  sale; 
first,  for  a  division  between  the  children  of  Robert ;  and  failing,  then 
between  Thomas  the  heir  and  Joseph.  There  were  no  children  of 
Robert,  but  the  purpose  of  sale  remains;  and  this  moiety  also  is  not 
land,  but  personal  estate  of  Thomas  the  heir. 

Under  both  these  last  devises,  Thomas  the  heir  might,  by  agreement 
with  his  brother  Joseph,  have  elected  to  take  his  interest  as  land,  but 
no  such  point  is  raised  in  the  pleadings,  nor  are  there  any  facts  before 
the  court  to  that  effect.1 


WRIGHT   v.   ROSE. 

Chancery.     1825. 

[Reported  2  8.  <i-  St.  323.] 

The  bill  stated  that  Joseph  "Wright  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  freehold 
estate ;  that  he  borrowed  £300  from  James  Rose,  the  defendant,  and 
secured  the  repayment  of  it,  with  interest,  by  executing  a  mortgage 
deed  of  the  estate,  with  a  power  of  sale  ;  and  that,  by  the  terms  of  the 

■  mport  v.  Coltman,  12  Sim.  588,  610  (1842);  Attorney-General  v.  Lomas, 
I.  l:  9  Ex.  29  (1873).  Cf.  Trowbridge  v.  Metcalf,  5  N.  Y.  Ap.  Div.  318  (1890), 
affirmed  sub  nom.  Trowbridge  v.  Trowbridge,  158  N.  Y.  682  (1899). 
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deed,  it  was  provided  that  the  surplus  moneys  to  arise  from  the  sale, 
in  case  tbe  same  should  take  place,  were  to  be  paid  to  "Wright,  his 
executors  or  administrators.1 

In  1822,  "Wright  died  intestate,  and  without  ever  having  been  mar- 
ried. All  the  interest  due  on  the  mortgage  money  had  been  duly  paid 
by  him  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  but  the  principal  remained  unpaid. 
—  The  interest  that  accrued  due  after  his  death  having  remained  un- 
paid, Rose,  the  mortgagee,  entered  into  possession,  and  afterwards 
sold  the  estate  under  the  power  of  sale,  for  a  sum  which  considerably 
exceeded  the  mortgage  money  and  interest. 

Joseph  Wright,  the  mortgagor,  was  an  illegitimate  child,  and,  having 
died  without  issue,  a  claim  was  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  to  the 
mortgaged  estate.  But,  on  inquiry  being  made  as  to  the  value  of  the 
property,  it  was  found  to  be  subject  to  the  mortgage,  and  the  claim 
was  abandoned  :  and,  after  the  sale,  letters  of  administration  of  the 
estate  of  Joseph  Wright  were  granted  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  bill,  after  setting  forth  these  facts,  and  alleging  that  a  large  sur- 
plus remained  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  Rose,  after  satisfying 
the  mortgage  debt  and  interest,  prayed  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  the  moneys  produced  by  the  sale,  and  of  the  amount  clue  in 
respect  of  the  mortgage  ;  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to 
pay  over  the  surplus  to  the  plaintiffs  as  the  personal  representatives  of 
Joseph  Wright. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  put  in  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of 
equity,  which  now  came  on  to  be  argued. 

J//-.  ( 'ooper,  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  Koe,  for  the  demurrer. 

Tin.  ViCE-CiiANCi:r.LOR.  [Sir  Joitn  Leach.]  If  the  estate  had 
been  sold  by  the  mortgagee  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mortgagor,  then  the 
surplus  moneys  would  have  been  personal  estate  of  the  mortgagor,  and 
the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  entitled.  But  the  estate  being  unsold  at 
the  death  of  the  mortgagor,  the  equity  of  redemption  descended  to  his 
heir,  and  he  is  now  entitled  to  the  surplus  produce. 

Demurn  r  allowed} 


DAY  IKS   v.   ASHFORD. 
Chain  i  by.     1845. 

[Beported  1".  Sim.  42.] 

Bt  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  William  and  Sophia  Davies, 
dated  in  January  1802,  estate*  in  Radnorshire  were  conveyed  to  (ans- 
ae Immediately  after  the  marriage,  and  to 

l   It  did  n-.t  SppeSI  "ii  tlie  face  of  tlie  bill  to  wbofla   tin-  ri^-lit   •,{  redemption  *.i" 
reserveil  —  Mir. 

mt.  Bownt, 3  Hare,  (<\  A.)20. 
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the  proceeds  III  certain  securities;   but  no  sale  was  to  take  place 
during  the  lives  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.   Davies,  or  the  life  of  the  survivor 

of  them,  without  their,  his,  or  her  consent;  and  the  trustees  were 
directed  to  hold  the  securities  and  the  estates  until  they  should  be  sold, 
in  trust  tor  Mr,  and  Mrs.  Davies  Cor  their  lives  successively,  and,  after 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  in  trust  for  their  children,  who,  be- 
-.  should  attain  twenty-one,  or,  being  daughters,  should  attain 
•.hat  age  or  marry  under  it;  and,  if  there  should  be  no  such  son  or 
daughter,  in  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Davies, 
or  the  survivor  of  them,  should  appoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment, 
in  trust  for  the  survivor  absolutely. 

There  \\:;-  no  child  of  the  marriage  who  acquired  a  vested  interest 
under  the  settlement.  Mrs.  Davies  died  in  1838,  without  having 
joined  with  her  husband  in  making  any  appointment  of  the  trust  prop- 
perty.  Mr.  Davies,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  consulted  his  solicitors 
as  to  hi-  interest  under  the  settlement,  and  his  right  to  the  possession 
of  it  and  the  title  deeds  of  the  estates,  none  of  which  had  been  sold; 
and  they  advised  him  that  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  estates  was  ab- 
solutely vested  in  him,  and  that  the  settlement  and  title  deeds  might 
be  safely  delivered  to  him.  He  died  in  1842.  The  estates  and  the 
title  deeds  were  in  his  possession  at  his  death  ;  but  how  he  became 
possessed  of  the  latter  did  not  appear.  By  his  will  he  gave  all  his 
personal  estate  to  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts 
and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  charged  his  freehold 
s  with  the  payment  of  the  legacies  and  annuities  thereinafter  be- 
queathed ;  and,  subject  thereto,  he  gave  all  his  estates  in  Radnorshire 
and  elsewhere  to  the  plaintiff-  and  other  persons. 

One  question  in  the  cause  was  whether  the  estates  comprised  in  the 
settlement  were  to  be  deemed  real  or  personal  estate  of  the  testator. 

Another  question  was  whether  the  legacies  and  annuities  were  pay- 
able out  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  or  were  charged  exclusively 
upon  his  real  estates. 

Mr.  James  Parker  and  Mr.  JSTevinson,  appeared  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr,  Bethell,  Mr.  W.  M.  James,  and  Mr.  Freeling,  appeared  for  the 
other  parties  :  but 

Tin.  Vu  e-Chakcellob  [Sir  Lancelot  Shadwell],  without  hearing 
them,  said  :  — 

I  admit  that  the  settlement  contained  a  clear  trust  for  sale,  which 
must  have  been  exercised  unless  Mr.  Davies  did  some  act  which  showed 
that  he  meant  the  trust  to  be  at  an  end  and  to  take  the  estates  as 
land. 

It  does  not  distinctly  appear  in  whose  custody  the  title  deeds  originally 
were  ;  but  it  is  clear  that  there  was  a  change  in  the  possession  of  them, 
and  that  Mr.  Davies  got  them  into  his  custody.  Now,  was  not  that,  of 
rity,  a  destruction  of  the  trust?  For  the  trustees  could  not  have 
compelled  Mr.  Davies  to  deliver  up  the  deeds;  and,  without  doing  so, 
they  could  not  have  made  any  effectual  sale  of  the  estates.     Therefore, 
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it  seems  to  me  that,  by  consulting  upon  his  rights  under  the  settlement, 
and  then  taking  the  deeds  into  his  possession  (from  whom  or  by  what 
means  he  obtained  them,  is  immaterial),  he  made  a  clear  election  to 
take  the  estates  as  land.1 


HOLLOWAY   v.   RADCLIFFE. 
Chancery.     1857. 
[Reported  23  Beav.  163.] 

The  testator,  John  Radcliffe,  the  elder,  by  his  will  dated  in  1832, 
devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal  estate  as  follows  :  — "  To 
my  wife  Mary  Radcliffe,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  she 
maintaining,  educating  and  bringing  up  nry  son  John  Radcliffe  ;  and  from 
and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  the 
real  and  personal  estate  unto  my  son  John  Radcliffe,  if  he  shall  be  then 
living,  upon  his  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  hold  to  him, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns  forever.  But  in  case 
my  son  John  Radcliffe  shall  happen  to  die  in  the  lifetime  of  my  dear 
wife  [which  happened],  or  surviving  her,  shall  die  before  he  attains 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then,  upon  the  decease  of  nry  wife,  or  of 
m}'  son,  in  case  he  survives  her  and  dies  before  he  attains  the  said  age, 
I  direct,  authorize  and  empower  my  executors  (Holloway  and  Jones)  to 
sell ;  and  as  to  the  money  to  arise  from  such  sale  or  sales,  after  pay- 
ment of  all  expenses  attending  the  same,  I  give  and  bequeath  one 
moiety  or  equal  half  part  thereof  unto  and  equally  amongst  my  legal 
personal  representatives,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  as  if  the  same 
had  been  to  be  paid  under  the  Statute  of  Distribution  ;  and  as  to  the 
other  moiety  or  equal  half  part  thereof,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  same 
onto  and  equally  amongst  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  my  said 
wife,  to  be  paid  in  manner  aforesaid." 

The  testator  appointed  the  plaintiff,  Holloway,  and  others  executors. 
The  testator  republished  his  will  in  1  885,  and  died  in  1840. 

John  Radcliffe  the  son  was  the  only  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his 
death.  lie  married  in  I860,  and  died  in  1852,  in  the  life  ofhis  mother, 
who  died  in  1856.  This  gave  rise  to  the  flrsl  question,  as  to  the  con- 
Btrnction  of  the  gift  to  the  "  legal  personal  representatives." 

Another  question  arose  under  the  following  additional  circumstances. 
The  property  which  passed  by  the  Brsl  testator's  will  consisted  of  per- 
sonal •    the  value  of  £1,000,  and  the   following  real  estate:  — 

l-t.  the  Egerton  Arm-;  2d,  b1x  cottages  In  Egerton  Street]  3d,  a 
dwelling-house  In  Brook  street ;  and  four  other  properties,  which  it 
is  unnecessary  to  specify.     By  a  settlement  made  in  I860,  on  the  mar- 

1  The  jiart  of  the  case  which  touches  the  second  question  is  omitted. 
Cf.  Fan  Zandt  v.  Qamtson,  21  K.  I.  118  1 1 
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riage  of  John  Radclifle  the  son,  be  conveyed  the  Egerton  Arms,  thesis 
ad  the  dwelling-house,  specifically  (subject  to  the  life  estate 

of  tin'  w'ulow*  t<>  two  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children  as 
they  should  appoint,  and  in  default  to  the  children  equally  in  tail. 

John  Radcliffe  made  his  will  in  April,  1852,  whereby,  after  reciting 
his  marriage  settlement,  he  devised  the  real  estate  comprised  therein 
as  therein  mentioned.     lie  died  in  the  same  year. 

There  was  issue  of  the  marriage  one  child  only,  who  died  two  hours 
after  its  birth,  without  having  been  named. 

The  real  estate  had  all  been  sold,  and  the  fund  in  question  consisted 
of  £2,743  10a.,  being  a  moiety  of  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  sale  of 
tliv-  real  estate. 

After  the  death  of  the  widow  of  the  first  testator,  which  occurred  in 
January,  1856,  a  special  case  was  filed  to  determine  the  several  ques- 
and  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  fund. 

Mr.  Folk  tt  and  Mr.  Amphlett,  for  Holloway,  the  executor  of  the 
first  testator. 

Mr.  Lindley,  for  the  representative  of  the  widow  of  the  first  testator. 

Mr.  11.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Osborne,  for  devisees  under  the  will  of 
the  son. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Joliffe,  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  first  testator, 
living  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 

Mr.  Selwin  and  Mr.  F reeling,  on  behalf  of  parties  claiming  under 
the  will  of  the  son. 

Tin;  Mastek  of  the  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Romilly.]  The  questions 
which  arise  are,  first,  whether  the  persons  who  are  to  take  under  the 
designation  "  my  legal  personal  representatives"  are  the  persons  who 
were  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  the  per- 
sons who  would  have  been  his  next  of  kin  if  he  had  died  simultaneous!}7 
with  his  wife.  Secondby.  If  the  next  of  kin  take,  then  the  question 
arises  whether  the  widow  is  excluded  by  the  expression  used  in  the 
will,  and  if  not,  then  whether  she  takes  one-half  or  one-third  of  that 
moiety.  Thirdly.  Whether  the  share  of  the  son  in  this  moiety,  if  he 
take  any,  passes  under  his  will  as  personal  or  as  real  estate.  [The 
Masteb  of  the  Rolls  held  that  "legal  personal  representatives" 
meant  those  who  w7ere  next  of  kin  at  the  testator's  death,  and  that  the 
first  moiety  passed  one-third  to  the  widow,  and  two-thirds  to  the  son. 
lie  then  continued] :  — 

As  to  the  two-thirds  which  passed  by  his  will  to  the  son,  it  remains 
to  consider,  whether  they  passed  as  real  or  personal  estate.  The  origi- 
nal testator  directed  the  property  to  be  converted  into  personaUy. 
There  is  an  absolute  trust  for  sale  before  the  division  is  to  be  made 
into  moieties.  By  his  will,  therefore,  in  the  event  which  has  happened, 
the  real  estate  was,  on  the  death  of  the  widow,  converted  into  person- 
alty. The  question  is,  whether,  as  the  will  of  the  son  devises  it  specifi- 
cally, subject  to  the  life  estate  of  his  mother,  he  ought  to  be  treated  as 
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reconverting  it  into  real  estate,  or  as  electing  to  hold  and  keep  his  share 
of  it  as  real  estate.  The  question,  however,  is  settled  b}*  rny  decision, 
which  limits  the  interest  of  the  son,  in  the  real  estate,  to  two  undivided 
third  parts  therein.  The  will  of  the  son  was  framed  in  the  anticipation 
that  he  should  survive  the  widow,  and  he  disposes  of  the  whole,  subject 
to  her  life  estate  therein.  But  the  trust  for  conversion,  on  the  death  of 
the  widow,  was  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  next  of  kin  ;  and  unless  they 
all  concurred,  in  electing  to  take  the  property  as  land,  the  trust  took 
effect.  It  would  be  repugnant  to  the  principles  on  which  the  doctrine 
of  conversion  and  reconversion  rest,  to  hold  that  one  of  the  legatees  of 
an  undivided  share  in  the  produce  of  real  estate  directed  by  the  testator 
to  be  converted  into  personalty  could,  without  the  assent  of  the  others, 
elect  to  take  his  share  as  unconverted,  and  in  the  shape  of  real  estate. 

The  two-thirds  of  the  son,  therefore,  passed  as  personal  estate,  and 
as  such,  in  the  hands  of  his  executors,  are  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
his  will. 


CLARKE  v.  FRANKLIN. 

Chancery.     1858. 

[Reported  4  K.  &  J.  257.] 

Br  an  indenture,  dated  1852,  John  Clarke  appointed  and  conveyed 
an  estate  at  Crick,  in  the  County  of  Northampton,  to  trustees,  to  the 
use  of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  such  uses  as  he  should  b}- 
deed  or  will  appoint,  with  remainders  over.  And  by  the  same  inden- 
ture he  granted  and  conveyed  certain  real  estate  in  Clarendon  Square, 
Leamington  Triors,  of  which  be  was  seised  in  fee,  and  assigned  two  sums 
of  61,000  each  secured  on  mortgage,  and  certain  personal  chattels  therein 
mentioned,  to  trustees  ■  Habendum,  after  and  snbjecl  t<>  the  same  estate 
for  life  of  the  said  John  Clarke,  and  such  power  of  appointment  and 
revocation  therein  as  was  thereinbefore  provided  and  limited  respecting 
the  estate  and  premises  at  Crick  aforesaid,  unto  and   to  the  UB6  of  the 

said  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  accord- 
ing to  the  tenure,  nature,  and  quality  thereof  respectively,  upon  trust 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  real  estate  and  personal  chattels,  and 
receive  the  purchase  money  and  the  said  moneys  respectively j  and 

after  payment   of  the   COStS,  charges,  and    expenses  incid<  nt    to   and    at- 

tending  such  -ale,  and  collecting  and  calling  in  the  said  moneys,  to  pay 

si\  sums  of  £50  each  and  one  sum  of  £20  to  certain  persons  named  in 

the  indenture,  or  to  BUCh  of  them  as  might  he  living  at  the  death  of  the 
said  John  (  larke;  and  upon  tru-t  to  pay  the  residue  to  the  minister, 
churchwardens,  and  OV(  f  the   parish   of   Crick.  t<>  he   by  them 

applied  for  the  charitable  purposes  in  the  indenture  m<  ationed. 
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The  indenture  was  not  enrolled  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 

nam  Act.  9  *  ■>>'•  -.  C.  86. 

Oi\  the  same  day  John  Clarke  made  his  will,  by  which  he  ratified  and 
oonfirmed  the  indenture,  and,  after  making  certain  pecuniary  bequests, 
he  bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  personal  estate  not  affected 
by  or  included  in  the  indenture,  upon  trust,  alter  paying  thereout  all 
his  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  to  pay  the  residue 
to  trustees,  to  be  applied  and  disposed  of  by  them  upon  such  and 
the  like  trusts  as  were  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  indenture  as  to 
and  concerning  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  therein 
mentioned. 

The  testator  died  in  1855  without  issue,  and  without  having  exer- 
cised the  power  of  revocation  and  appointment  contained  in  the 
indenture  of  ls"»2. 

The  bill  was  filed  hy  his  widow,  and  it  prayed  to  have  his  real  and 
personal  estate  administered  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  and  that 
the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties  in  relation  to  the  real  and  personal 
estate  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  1852  might  be  ascertained  and 
declared,  and  the  trusts  thereof,  so  far  as  they  were  valid,  administered 
under  the  direction  of  the  court. 

By  the  decree  made  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  it  was  declared,  that 
the  charitable  trusts  under  the  indenture  of  1852  were  void,  so  far  as 
regarded  the  real  estate  and  the  personal  estate  savoring  of  realty. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 

Mr.  Holt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Leicin,  for  the  plaintiff,  the  widow. 

Mr.  Pemberton,  for  next  of  kin. 

Mr.  Evans,  in  the  absence  of  the  Solicitor- General,  for  the  heir-at' 
law  of  the  grantor. 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Erskine,  appeared  for  the  trustees, 
and  Mr.  Wickens  for  the  Crown. 

Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood.  It  appears  to  me  that  this 
point  is  governed  by  authority. 

The  case  of  Griffith  v.  Micketts,  7  Hare,  299,  is  quite  in  accordance 
with  the  previous  authorities.  "What  the  Vice-Chancellor  there  says  is 
this:  "  A  deed  differs  from  a  will  in  this  material  respect.  The  will 
speaks  from  the  death,  the  deed  from  delivery.  If,  then,  the  author  of 
the  deed  impresses  upon  his  real  estate  the  character  of  personalty, 
that,  as  between  his  real  and  personal  representatives,  makes  it  per- 
sonal and  not  real  estate  from  the  deliver)/  of  the  deed,  and,  conse- 
quently, at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  deed  thus  altering  the  actual 
character  of  the  property,  is,  so  to  speak,  equivalent  to  a  gift  of  the 
expectancy  of  the  heir-atdaw  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  author  of  the 
The  principle  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a  deed  as  in  the  case  of 
a  will ;  but  the  application  is  different,  by  reason  that  the  deed  converts 
•  pert>/  in  the  lifetime  of  the  author  of  the  deed,  whereas,  in  the 
a  will,  the  conversion  does  not  take  place  until  the  death  of  the 
lestator  "  (Id.  311,  312).    It  is  not  a  question  of  actual  physical  conver- 
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sion  of  the  property  from  real  estate  into  personal  property,  but,  whatever 
be  the  time  at  which  that  conversion  is  directed  to  take  place,  whether 
in  the  grantor's  lifetime,  or  after  his  death,  the  grantor,  by  executing  a 
deed  of  this  description,  says,  in  effect:  "From  the  time  I  put  my 
hand  to  this  deed,  I  limit  so  much  of  this  property  to  myself  as 
personal  property." 

That  is  the  actual  decision  in  the  case  of  Ileicitt  v.  WrigJit,  1  Bro. 
C.  C.  86.  There  real  estate  was  limited  to  the  use  of  the  settlor  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  trustees,  in  trust  to  sell  and  pay  debts  and  a 
sum  of  £2,100,  and,  after  payment  of  their  expenses,  to  pay  and  apply 
the  residue  as  follows  :  to  raise  £1,500,  and  pay  the  interest  to  Dorothy 
Wright,  the  daughter  of  the  settlor,  till  she  married,  and  to  pay  the 
principal  to  Dorothy  within  twelve  months  after  her  marriage  ;  and 
there  was  a  power  of  revocation.  The  settlor  died  without  having 
exercised  that  power.  Then  Dorothy  died  without  ever  having  been 
married,  and  the  trust  as  to  the  principal  sum  of  £1,500  never  having 
taken  effect,  the  question  was,  whether  that  sum  was  personal  estate  in 
the  grantor  and  passed  by  his  will?  The  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  it 
did.  "  If,"  he  said,  "  it  goes  in  the  case  of  a  will  to  the  heir,  in  the  case 
of  a  deed  it  must  result  to  the  grantor;  and  though,  in  the  case  of  the 
will,  it  cannot  goto  the  executor  as  money,  not  having  been  converted, 
but  must  descend  to  the  heir ;  yet  he  should  think  that  it  was  personal 
estate  of  the  heir,  and,  if  he  were  dead,  would  go  to  his  executor" 
(that  has  since  been  decided  to  be  the  case)  ;  "  and  if  so,  where  it  re- 
sulted to  the  grantor,  it  would  be  personalty  in  his  hands,  and  would 
pass  as  such"  (Id.  00). 

That,  therefore,  is  an  express  decision,  that,  notwithstanding  the 
trust  for  conversion  of  real  estate  into  personal  is  not  to  arise  until 
after  the  death  of  the  settlor,  the  property  is  impressed  with  the  charac- 
ter of  personalty  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  so 
much  as  is  undisposed  of  results  to  the  grantor  as  personalty. 

The  doctrine  of  the  converse  ease  of  personalty  directed  i>\  deed  or 
will  to  be  converted  into  land,  is  fully  discussed  by  Lord  Eldon  in 
WhelddU  v.  Partridge^  8  Ves.  227,  where,  upon  the  special  terms  of 
the  instrument,  it  was  held  uol  to  be  one  which  upon  its  execution 
clothed  the  property  with  real  uses;  but  Lord  Eldon  said,  that,  but 
for  those  Bpecial  provisions,  and  if  there  had  been  nothing  more  in  the 
deed,  "the  property  would,  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  tht 
deed,  bave  been  impressed  with  real  qualities  and  clothed  with  real  uses, 
and  the  money  would  have  been  land  "  (8  \Ys.  286)  ;  clearly  recognizing 
the  rule,  that  conversion  takes  effect  from  the  momenl  of  the  execu 
ii.,u  of  the  deed;  and  the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  the  character  in 
which  the  property  is  taken  iy  them,  are  to  be  determined  according  to 
that  convei sion. 

The  principle  Of  these  authorities  is  therefore  clearly  settled;  and 
where,  as  h<re.  real  estate  is  settled  bj  dee,|  upon  tru-1  to  sell  for  cer- 
tain specified  purposes,  and  one  of  those  purposes  fails,  there,  whether 
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the  trust  for  Bale  is  to  arise  in  the  lifetime  of  the  settlor  or  not  until 
after  his  decease!  the  property  to  that  extent  results  to  the  settlor  as 
personalty  from  the  moment  the  deed  is  executed. 

The  only  exception  is,  where  the  whole  of  the  purposes  for  which 
conversion  is  directed  fail  from  the  moment  of  the  delivery  of  the  deed. 
In  Ripley  v.  WcUenoorth^  7  Ves.  485,  Lord  Eldon  admits,  that,  where 
conversion  is  directed  for  a  particular  and  special  purpose,  or  out  and 
out,  but  the  produce  to  be  applied  to  a  particular  purpose,  and  the  pur- 
pose fails,  the  intention  fails,  and  this  court  regards  the  grantor  as  not 
having  directed  the  conversion.  So  here,  if  at  the  moment  when  the 
grantor  put  his  hand  to  this  deed,  the  purpose  for  which  conversion  was 
directed  had  failed,  —  for  instance,  if  he  had  given  all  the  proceeds  in- 
stead of  a  part  to  charitable  purposes,  so  that  the  property  would  have 
been  at  home  in  his  lifetime,  the  court  would  have  regarded  it  as  if  no 
conversion  had  been  directed,  and  the  property  would  have  resulted  to 
the  grantor  as  real  estate.  And  so  in  Hewitt  v.  Wright,  if  the  only 
purpose  of  conversion  had  been  the  gift  to  Dorothy  on  her  marriage, 
and  she  had  been  already  dead  at  the  date  of  the  deed  without  having 
been  married,  there  again  the  court  would  have  regarded  the  grantor  as 
not  having  directed  a  conversion. 

But  here  that  consideration  does  not  arise.  Here  some  of  the  pur- 
poses for  which  conversion  was  directed  had  not  failed  when  the  deed 
was  executed. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  property  in  question  resulted  to 
the  grantor  as  personalty. 


STEED  v.   PREECE. 
Chancery.     1874. 

[Reported  L.  R.  18  Eq.  192.] 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  29th  of  May,  1857,  certain  real  estate 
was  assured  unto  and  to  the  use  of  Francis  Davis  and  Sarah  Preece, 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust  for  John  Preece  and  Edward  Edwin 
Preece,  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies,  in  equal  shares  as 
tenants  in  common  ;  and  if  either  of  them  should  die  without  issue, 
then  as  to  the  entirety  of  the  premises  for  the  other  of  them  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body  ;  and  if  both  should  die  without  issue,  then  as  to  part 
of  the  real  estate  in  trust  for  Sarah  Preece  for  life,  and  after  her  death 
for  Francis  Davis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
same  real  estate  upon  trust  for  Francis  Davis,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

Both  John  Preece  and  Edward  Edwin  Preece  were  illegitimate, 
and  at  the  date  of  the  deed  were  infants  aged  ten  and  two  years 
respectively. 
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Francis  Davis  died  in  1*66.  Iu  1867  Sarah  Preece  intermarried 
with  John  Steed. 

In  January,  1868,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Steed  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit 
against  John  Preece  and  Edward  Edwin  Preece,  praying  that  the 
trusts  of  the  indenture  might  be  administered  by  the  court ;  that 
proper  directions  might  be  given  as  to  the  letting  and  management 
of  the  trust  property  ;  that  if  it  should  appear  to  the  court  necessary 
or  expedient,  a  partition  of  the  trust  property  between  the  defendants 
might  be  directed  ;  and  that  provision  might  be  made  for  the  costs  of 
the  suit. 

John  Preece  attained  twenty-one  on  the  3d  of  January,  1868.  On 
the  19th  of  Juue,  1868,  a  decree  was  made  which,  after  declaring  that 
the  trusts  ought  to  be  administered,  decreeing  accordingly,  and  direct- 
ing an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  proceeded  as  follows:  ''And 
his  Lordship  being  of  opinion  that  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant 
defendant  that  the  premises  comprised  in  the  said  indenture  should  be 
sold,  and  the  defendant  John  Preece  consenting  thereto,  doth  order  that 
the  same  be  sold  with  the  approbation  of  the  judge,  the  defendant  John 
Preece  being  at  liberty  to  bid  and  become  the  purchaser  thereof;  and 
it  is  ordered  that  the  money  to  arise  from  such  sale  be  paid  into  the 
bank,  with  the  privity  of  the  Accountant-General  of  this  court,  to  the 
credit  of  this  cause,  Steed  v.  Preece,  1868  S.  1.  And  his  Lordship  doth 
declare  that  the  costs  of  the  said  infant  defendant  are  to  be  a  charge 
upon  his  share  of  the  said  premises.  And  the  further  consideration  of 
this  cause  is  adjourned,  and  any  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to 
apply  as  they  may  be  advised." 

The  property  was  sold  under  this  decree,  and  the  purchase-money  was 
paid  into  court. 

By  an  order  made  in  the  suit  on  the  19th  of  December,  1868,  it  was 
ordered  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs  and  defendants  should 
be  taxed,  including  in  the  costs  of  the  defendant  John  Preece  the  costs 
of  enrolling  the  conveyances  of  the  property  to  the  purchasers;  that 
Buch  costs,  when  taxed  (excepl  the  said  costs  of  enrolling  the  convey- 
ances) should  be  paid  out  of  the  purchase-money  in  court ;  that  out  of 
one  equal  moiety  of  the  residue  of  the  said  purchase-money  the  costs 
of  enrolling  the  conveyances  9hould  be  paid,  and  that  the  residue  of  the 
said  moiety  should  be  paid  to  the  defendant  John  Preece  ;  and  thai  the 
remaining  moiety  of  the  purchase-money  should  be  Invested  in  bank 
annuities  in  trust  in  the  cause,  ••  the  accounl  <>i"  the  infant  defendant 
Edward  Edwin  Preece;''  and  that  the  dividends  to  accrue  on  such 
bank  annuities  be  paid  to  the  guardian  of  the  infant  defendant,  and  be 
applied  towards  his  maintenance;  and  liberty  to  apply  was  given. 

A  moiety  of  the  fund  remaining  after  payment  of  costs  was  accord- 
ingly Invested  in  bank  annuities  and  carried  to  the  account  directed  by 
the  last  stated  order.    The  other  moiety  was  paid  <>ut  to  John  Pn 

Edward  Edwin  Preece  died  <>n  the  6th  of  January,  1874,  without 
having  attained  twenty-one,  and  without  Issue. 
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On  the  9th  of  February,  1874,  John  Preece  executed  a  deed  (which 
was  afterwards  enrolled  in  Chancery),  whereby  he  purported  to  bar  his 

Lte  tail  in  the  Baid   fund  in  court  ;  and  ho  now  presented  a  petition 
asking  for  payment  ol'  the  fund  to  himself. 

By  direction  of  the  court,  the  petition  was  served  on  the  Attorney- 
( reneral. 

.i/-.  Black/more^  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Hemming,  tor  the  Attorney-General,  was  not  called  upon. 
Si ii  Gr.  Jessel,  M.  R.      This  particular  case  does  not  raise  all  the 
questions  which  have  been  argued. 

The  tacts  are  very  simple.  Two  persons,  one  an  infant,  the  other 
adult,  are  entitled  in  equity  to  real  estate  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail,  with  cross-remainders  between  them.  A  suit  is  instituted  by 
trustees  for  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  instrument  under  which 
these  persons  are  entitled,  and  a  decree  is  made  in  this  form  :  —  [His 
Honor  read  the  decree.]  Under  that  decree  the  estate  is  sold,  and  the 
purchase  money  paid  into  court;  and  by  the  order  on  further  consider- 
ation one  half  of  the  fund  in  court  is  paid  to  the  adult,  and  the  other 
half  is  carried  over  to  the  ordinary  separate  account  of  the  infant ;  and 
under  these  circumstances  the  infant  would  have  been  absolutely  en- 
titled to  that  moiety  if  he  had  attained  twenty-one.  The  infant,  how- 
ever, died  under  twenty-one;  and  thereupon  this  petition  is  presented 
by  the  adult  to  have  the  money  paid  to  him. 

The  petitioner  says  that,  notwithstanding  the  decree  and  order  I 
have  mentioned,  the  proceeds  of  sale  must  be  treated  as  realty ;  that 
he,  being  originally  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  has  barred  his  estate 
tail,  and  is  now  absolutely  entitled  to  the  fund.  But  the  answer  to  that 
is  simple  :  the  estate  has  been  sold  and  turned  into  money  in  a  suit  to 
which  he,  being  an  adult,  was  party,  and  that  too,  so  far  as  the  decree 
is  concerned,  by  his  consent.  He  cannot  now  be  heard  to  say  that  that 
was  wrong,  first,  because  it  was  done  by  consent ;  and,  secondly,  be- 
cause the  decree  stands  unreversed,  and  therefore  would  be  binding  on 
him,  oven  if  he  had  not  consented.  The  estate  has,  therefore,  been 
properly  converted  into  money,  and  as  between  volunteers  —  which 
both  administrators  and  remaindermen  are  —  it  has  been  laid  down 
that  they  must  take  the  estate  as  they  find  it. 

Iu  Oxenden  v.  Lord  Compton,  2  Ves.  G9,  70,  Lord  Loughborough 
savs,  speaking  of  the  real  and  personal  representatives:  "  Both  are 
volunteers.  Each  must  take  what  they  find  at  the  death  of  the  person 
entitled  for  life,  in  the  condition  in  which  they  find  it.  The  legal  right 
is  not  questioned  :  then  upon  what  equity  must  I  make  this  transmuta- 
tion for  the  benefit  of  a  person  equally  a  volunteer?"  That  is  the 
question  I  have  asked  here,  and  it  has  been  suggested  that  the  court 
was  wrong.  It  is  said  that  the  court  had  power  to  sell  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  costs,  but  for  no  other  purpose.  But  if  the  court  had  no 
power  to  sell  generally,  how  could  it  sell  for  costs?  An  infant  has  no 
costs :  the  costs  incurred  on  his  behalf  in  a  suit  are  the  costs  of  hia 
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guardian  or  next  friend  ;  and  even  if  they  were  bis  own,  I  know  of  no 
principle  by  virtue  of  which  the  debt  of  an  infant  can,  apart  from  a 
judgment,  be  charged  on  his  real  estate.  If,  then,  the  suggestion  be 
that  the  conversion  is  altogether  wrongful,  I  am  asked  to  reverse  a 
decree  of  the  court,  which  I  cannot  do. 

But  then  it  was  said  that  the  decree  of  the  court  was  partially  wrong. 
Now,  as  to  that,  the  case  of  Flanagan  v.  Flanagan  appears  to  me  un- 
answerable :  —  [His  Honor  read  the  statement  of  this  case  contained 
in  the  judgment  in  Fletcher  v.  Ashburner,  1  B.  C.  C.  500.]  I  am  aware 
that  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Shadwell  in  Jermy  v.  Preston,  13 
Sim.  356,  and  the  decision  of  Lord  Romilly  in  Cooke  v.  Dealey,  22 
Beav.  196,  appear  at  first  sight  to  be  antagonistic  to  this.  In  Jermy  v. 
Preston  the  report  does  not  state  the  trusts  of  the  term  the  estate  sub- 
ject to  which  had  been  sold :  but  counsel  on  both  sides  appear  to  have 
said  that  the  court  had  sold  more  than  was  necessary.  How  that 
could  be  is  difficult  to  understand,  for  it  appears  from  the  report  that 
the  decree  ordered  a  sale  or  mortgage,  with  the  master's  approbation, 
of  a  sufficient  part  of  the  estates  comprised  in  the  term,  and  that  the 
master  made  a  report  approving  of  the  sale,  by  which  he  must  have 
found  that  a  sufficient  part  was  sold.  Again,  the  judgment  in  Cooke 
v.  De<il>  >/  i-  based  on  a  general  principle  assumed  to  have  been  laid 
down  in  Arkroyd  v.  Smithson,  1  B.  C.  C.  503,  viz.,  that  the  con- 
version of  real  estate  into  personalty  only  takes  effect  to  the  extent  of 
the  object  required,  and  that  beyond  this  the  rights  of  the  parties  re- 
main the  same  as  if  no  conversion  had  taken  place.  But  all  that  Ack- 
royd  v.  Smithson  decided  was,  that  a  conversion  directed  by  a  testator 
is  a  conversion  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  and  that  all  that  is  not 
wanted  for  these  purposes  must  go  to  the  person  who  would  have  been 
entitled  but  for  the  will.  It  does  not  decide  that  if  the  court  or  a  trustee 
sell  more  than  is  necessary  there  is  any  equity  to  reconvert  the  surplus 
for  the  benefit  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  person  entitled  at  the  time  of 
ale.  As  I  have  already  remarked,  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
that  question  now:  but  it  seems  to  me  that  if  a  conversion  is  rightfully 
made,  whether  by  the  court  or  a  trustee,  all  the  consequences  of  a  con- 
version musl  follow  :  ami  that  there  is  no  equity  iii  favor  of  the  heir  or 
any  one  el8e  to  take  the  property  in  an\  other  foiin  than  that  in  which 
it   is  found:   and    that   the  Bole  question   to  be  considered   in  all   these 

.  whether  the  estate  has  been  rightfully  or  wrongfully  sold. 

There  will   be  a  declaration  that  the  fund  is  payable  to  the  legal   per- 
sonal representative  of  the  infant  j  but  the  petitioner  will  have  his 
out  of  the  fund.1 

i  Bee  //''•.  v  Pmdarva,  [1901]  2  Ch.  498 ;  WclheriUr,  I/,,u,jh,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  683 
(1891;.    Cf.  /'<  "  Simmons,  66  Ark.  486  (1892). 
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CUETEIS    v.   WOKMALD. 

Chancess   Division  and  Court  op  Appeal.     1878. 

[Reported  10  Ch.  Div.  172.] 

The  testator,  George  Gent,  died  in  1818,  having  by  his  will  devised 
liia  real  estates  in  settlement,  limiting  life  estates  to  several  persons, 
with  remainders  to  their  sons  successively-  in  tail  male,  and  the  ultimate 
reversion  in  fee  to  a  relation  who  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime.     By  a 

codicil  he,  on  the  death  of  the  devisee  of  the  reversion,  substituted  an- 
other devisee  ;  but  by  a  seventh  codicil  revoked  this  substituted  devise, 
and  by  an  eleventh  codicil  directed  that  "  the  remainder  of  the  fee 
simple  of  all  my  landed  estates  shall  go  in  such  way  as  the  law  may 
direct."  He  directed  his  trustees,  whom  he  also  appointed  his  execu- 
tors, to  lay  out  his  residuary  personal  estate  in  the  purchase  of  free- 
hold and  copyhold  estates  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses. 

All  the  tenants  for  life  survived  the  testator  and  died  without  issue, 
and  on  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them  in  1870,  all  the  dispositions 
of  the  real  estate  came  to  an  end. 

The  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  at  his  death  we're  Edward  Walker  and 
Benjamin  Walker.  Edward  Walker  died  in  1820,  and  Benjamin  Walker 
in  1827.  The  testator's  debts  and  funeral  expenses  and  legacies  were 
all  paid,  and  at  various  times,  beginning  in  1821  and  ending  in  1870, 
considerable  sums  forming  part  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  were 
invested  in  the  purchase  of  freehold  and  copyhold  estates.  The  free- 
holds so  purchased  were  for  the  most  part,  if  not  entirely,  conveyed  to 
the  uses  declared  by  the  will  and  codicils  concerning  the  devised  estates. 
The  copyholds  were  surrendered  to  the  trustees  on  corresponding  trusts. 
The  last  of  these  purchases  was  completed  after  the  death  of  the  last 
tenant  for  life,  but  the  contract  had  been  entered  into  before  his  death. 

Edward  Walker  devised  his  real  estates  to  his  son  George  Walker 
absolutely.  Benjamin  Walker  died  intestate  as  to  his  residuar}-  real 
estate,  leaving  George  Walker  his  heir-at-law.  George  Walker  devised 
all  his  real  estate  to  the  plaintiff  E.  Walker  and  the  defendant  Robert 
Walker  upon  trusts.  The  plaintiff  E.  Walker  and  the  defendant  Robert 
Walker  were  thus  the  real  representatives  both  of  Edward  Walker  and 
of  Benjamin  Walker,  and  they  were  also  the  personal  representatives  of 
Edward  Walker.  The  personal  representative  of  Benjamin  Walker  was 
Jeremiah  Curteis,  the  other  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  E.  Walker  was  the 
heir-at-law  of  both  Edward  Walker  and  Benjamin  Walker. 

By  an  order  made  on  the  13th  of  November,  1876,  it  was  declared 
that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  and  codicils  of  the 
testator,  and  in  the  events  which  had  happened,  he  had  died  intestate 
as  to  the  corpus  of  his  residuary  personal  estate,  and  that  his  next  of 
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kin,  according  to  the  Statutes  of  Distribution,  living  at  his  death,  were 
entitled  to  such  corpus. 

A  summons  was  now  taken  out  by  the  plaintiff  E.  Walker,  asking 
for  a  declaration  that  the  corpus  of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  to 
which  the  next  of  kin  were  declared  by  the  order  of  the  13th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1876,  to  be  entitled,  devolved  as  real  estate.  The  summons  was 
heard  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  on  the  3d  of  March,  1878. 

Davey,  Q.  C,  and  Itoiner,  for  the  plaintiff  E.  Walker. 

Chitty,  Q.  C,  and  Murray,  for  the  legal  personal  representatives  of 
Benjamin  Walker. 

Bagshaice,  Q.  C,  and  Snape,  for  the  defendant  Robert  Walker. 

Jessel,  M.  R.  The  point  which  I  have  to  consider  and  to  decide  is 
this  :  A  testator  directed  his  trustees  —  for  although  the  same  persons 
may  have  been  appointed  executors  they  are  for  this  purpose  trustees, 
and  trustees  only  —  to  lay  out  his  residuary  personal  estate  in  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate,  freeholds  and  copyholds,  to  be  settled  to  certain 
uses,  comprising  a  long  series  of  limitations.  The  residue  was  ascer- 
tained, that  is,  the  testator's  debts  and  legacies  and  funeral  and  testa- 
mentary expenses  were  all  paid,  and  then  the  residue  was  at  different 
times  laid  out  by  the  trustees,  pursuant  to  the  will,  in  the  purchase  of 
freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  which  were  conveyed  so  as  to  vest  the 
legal  estate  in  the  trustees. 

That  being  so,  the  limitations  took  effect  to  a  certain  extent,  and 
then,  by  reason  of  failure  of  issue  of  the  tenants  for  life,  the  ultimate 
limitations  failed,  and  there  became  a  trust  for  somebody.  Now,  for 
whom  ? 

According  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  of  Equity,  settled,  if  I  may 
say  so,  by  the  well-known  case  of  Ackroyd  v.  Smithson,  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
503  —  for  it  has  always  been  the  law  of  this  court  since  —  this  kind  of 
conversion  is  a  conversion  for  the  purposes  of  the  will,  and  does  not 
affect  the  rights  of  the  persons  who  take  by  law  independent  of  the 
will.  If,  therefore,  there  is  a  trusl  to  Bell  real  estate  for  the  purposes 
of  the  will,  and  the  trust  fakes  effect,  and  there  is  an  ultimate  beneficial 
Interest  undisposed  <>f,  that  undisposed  ofinteresl  goes  to  the  heir.  If, 
on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  conversion  of  personal  estate  into  rial  estate, 
and  there  is  an  ultimate  limitation  which  fails  of  taking  effect,  the  iu- 
teresl   which    fails    results   for  1  he   benefit  of  the  persons   entitled  to   the 

nal  estate,  thai   is,  the  persons  who  take  under  the  statutes  of 
Distribution  as  next  of  kin.    Their  right  t<>  the  residue  of  the  personal 
ia  a  statutory  right  independent  of  the  will. 

The    reSUll   is   that    in    the  ease  I   i > t ■  f    there  is  a  trust    for   the    next  of 

kin.  How  any  one  could  imagine  it  was  a  trusl  for  anybody  else  it  is 
difficult  to  understand ;  and  bad  I  not  been  referred  to  the  Judgment  of 

a  very  eminent,  judge  on  this  subject  I  should  have  said  it  was  impossil.le 
to  understand  it. 

There  certainly  is  authority  f<>r  sn\  in-r  —  a  single  authority,  and  an 
authority  standing  alone  —  that  the   ultimate  trust  is  not  for  the  next 
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of  kin,  but  for  the  executors.  Why?  The  executors  have  ceased  to 
have  anything  whatever  to  do  with  the  matter.  They  have  paid 
over  the  legacy  to  the  legatee,  who  happens  to  be  a  legatee-trustee, 
and  who  holds  it  by  Law,  under  the  statutes  of  Distribution,  as  trustee 
for  tlic  next  oi'  kin,  and  no  one  rise.  By  what  process  of  reasoning  any 
other  result  can  be  arrived  at  I  have  been  unable  to  discover.  The 
decision  to  which  1  have  referred  is  one  which,  to  my  mind,  is  utterly 
opposed  to  the  whole  law  upon  the  subject. 

Then  the  next  question  which  arises  is,  how  does  the  heir-at-law  in 
the  first  case,  or  the  next  of  kin  in  the  second,  take  the  undisposed  of 
interest?  The  answer  is,  he  takes  it  as  lie  finds  it.  If  the  heir-at-law 
becomes  entitled  to  it  in  the  shape  of  personal  estate,  and  dies,  there 
is  no  equitable  reconversion  as  between  his  real  and  personal  represen- 
tative, and  consequently  his  executor  takes  it  as  part  of  his  personal 
estate. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  next  of  kin,  having  become  entitled  to  a 
freehold  estate,  dies,  there  is  no  equity  to  change  the  freehold  estate 
into  anything  else  on  his  death  :  it  will  go  to  the  devisee  of  real  estate, 
or  to  his  heir-at-law  if  he  has  not  devised  it,  and  will  pass  as  real  es- 
tate. As  to  that,  there  is  no  question,  no  doubt,  no  difficult}'.  No 
one  has  suggested  an}-  other  principle,  and  even  in  the  case  cited  — 
Reynolds  v.  Godlee,  Job.  536,  582  —  it  was  admitted  that  that  was 
the  principle,  and  the  only  point  of  difference  or  distinction  suggested 
was  that  which  appears  to  me  to  be  opposed  to  the  whole  law  on  this 
subject,  namely,  that  there  was  an  ultimate  trust  for  the  executors,  and 
not  for  the  next  of  kin. 

As  that  does  not  seem  to  me  to  have  any  foundation,  and  as  it  ap- 
pears to  me  to  be  opposed  to  both  principle  and  authority,  I  do  not 
consider  myself  bound  to  follow  that  decision,  and  I  ma}1  say  that 
I  am  very  glad  to  find  I  can  invoke  the  very  same  judgment  of  the 
very  same  judge  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  I  am  not  bound  to 
follow  it ;  for,  being  referred  to  a  decision  of  another  judge  —  the  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls — given  several  years  before,  he  said  that  that  decision 
was  not  obligatory  upon  him  ;  hut  that  as  he  thought  it  consonant  with 
sense  and  reason,  and  sound  law,  he  chose  to  follow  it.  Unfortunately 
I  do  not  entertain  the  same  view  as  regards  this  authority,  and  there- 
fore I  am  unable  to  follow  it. 

A  declaration  was  accordingly  made  "  that  all  the  real  estate  bought 
<>r  contracted  to  be  bought  before  the  death  of  the  last  tenant  for  life 
i  to  Edward  Walker  and  Benjamin  Walker,  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
said  testator,  as  real  estate  in  equal  moieties,  and  that  George  Walker 
became  entitled  to  one  of  such  moieties  as  the  devisee  of  the  said  Edward 
Walker,  and  to  the  other  moiety  as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Benjamin 
Walker  at  his  (Benjamin  Walker's)  death,  and  that  both  of  such  moie- 
ties passed  to  the  devisees  of  the  real  estates  under  the  will  of  the  said 
George  Walker." 


CHAP.  L]  CUBTEIS   V.   WOBMALD.  421 

The  legal  personal  representative  of  Benjamin  Walker  appealed.  The 
appeal  was  heard  on  the  20th  of  December. 

Chitty,  Q.  C,  Lice,  Q.  C,  and  G.  Murray,  for  the  appellant. 

Dave;/,  Q„  C,  and  Homer,  for  the  plaintiff  Edward  Walker,  and 
JBagshawe,  Q.  C,  and  Sncqje,  for  the  defendant  Robert  Walker,  were 
not  called  upon. 

James,  L.  J.  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  proper  decision  to  be 
arrived  at  in  this  case.  With  all  deference  to  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Hatherley,  it  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  arrive  at  any  other  conclu- 
sion than  that  at  which  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  has  arrived.  It  was 
settled  by  Cogan  v.  Stephens,  5  L.  J.  (Ch.)  17,  that  what  was  the 
right  rule  as  between  the  real  and  personal  estate  where  land  was 
directed  to  be  sold,  was  also  the  right  rule  as  between  the  two  es- 
tates in  the  case  where  money  was  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  the  pur- 
chase of  land,  that  is  to  say,  if  the  purpose  for  which  that  laud  was 
required  failed,  the  undisposed  of  interest  went  back  to  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  personal  estate.  It  has  been  urged  that  this  means  that 
it  goes  back  to  the  executors  to  be  dealt  with  as  personal  estate.  But 
where  there  is  no  trust  remaining  to  be  performed,  and  the  executors 
have  entirely  discharged  themselves  from  every  executorial  duty,  it  is 
absurd  to  say  that  the  undisposed  of  interest  in  the  personal  estate  is 
to  go  back  to  them  upon  trust  for  the  persons  entitled  to  the  personal 
estate;  it  goes  directly  to  the  persons  beneficially  entitled,  that  is  to 
say,  to  the  next  of  kin.  just  as  the  undisposed  of  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  real  estate  go  to  the  heir-at-law.  And  therefore  the  same  principle 
applies  in  both  cases,  which  is  this,  that  where  you  trace  property  into 
a  man  there  is  no  equity  between  his  different  classes  of  representatives 
as  to  altering  the  position  in  which  that  property  is.  If  it  is  money 
arising  from  the  sale  of  land  it  remains  money,  that  is  to  say,  the  heir- 
at  law  of  the  person  who  has  become  beneficially  entitled  to  it  as  heir-at- 
law  has  do  right  to  have  it  reconverted  into  land.   If  it  is  land  purchased 

Under  a  direction  to  invest  in  land,  the  persons  interested  in  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  persons  who  have  become  entitled  to  it  as  oexl  of 
kin  have  no  righl  to  have  it  reconverted  into  money.  This  property 
came  to  the  next  of  kin  in  the  shape  of  real  estate,  and  their  personal 
representatives  have  no  equity  to  have  it  converted,  but  it  must  go  to 
the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  next  of  kin  according  as  they  died  intestate 
or  testate.    The  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  must  be  affirmed. 

Bagqallay,  L.  L.     I  entirely  assent,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Tin    i'. ii:,  L.  -I.      I  am  of  the  same  opinion.1 

i  Equitable  Coarenion,  i>y  C.  C.  Langdell,  18  Harr.  L  for,  l.  16, 
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IN   RE  RICIIERSON. 

Chancery  Division.     1892. 

[Reported  [1892]  1  Ch.  379.] 

The  testator,  John  Richerson,  died  in  18(54,  having  by  his  will  de- 
vised  Ins  teal  estate  upon  trust  for  sale,  and  directed  that  the  proceeds 
Bhould  t'onn  part  of  his  residuary  personal  estate.  lie  then  bequeathed 
his  residuary  personal  estate,  subject  to  certain  life  interests,  to  a  class 
(.'ii  a  contingency  ;  but  such  class,  by  reason  of  deaths  and  other  cir- 
cumstances, were  unable  to  take.  The  trusts  of  his  will,  however,  did 
not  entirely  fail,  but  continued  to  be  executed  during  the  life  tenancies 
from  1864  to  1890,  when  they  finally  came  to  an  end  and  the  period  of 
distribution  arose. 

Sales  of  the  real  estate  had  been  made  from  time  to  time ;  but  some 
portion  still  remained  unsold. 

It  was  admitted  that  owing  to  the  failure  of  the  contingent  class  there 
was  a  resulting  trust  as  to  the  devised  realty  for  the  testator's  heir,  who 
was  his  sister.  She  had,  however,  died  in  1872  intestate,  and  the 
present  question  tirose  between  her  heir  and  her  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives. The  heir  of  the  heir  admitted  that  the  legal  personal  rep- 
resentatives of  the  heir  were  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  real 
estate  actually  sold  at  the  time  of  distribution,  but  contended  that  he 
was  entitled  to  the  unsold  real  estate. 

/.-  '-'ft.  Q.  C,  and  Sargant,  for  the  next  of  kin  of  the  heir. 

Fxrinell,  Q.  C,  and  Kenyon  Parker,  for  the  heir  of  the  heir. 

Byrne,  Q.  C,  and  Marcy,  for  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
the  testator. 

C'hitty,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts,  continued:)  In  the  execution  of 
their  duty  the  trustees  sold  the  land  from  time  to  time;  but  the}'  had 
not  sold  all  the  land  in  1890,  and  some  still  remains  to  be  sold.  It  is 
quite  true  that  at  the  present  moment  there  is  no  person  who  claims  by 
gift  under  the  will  who  can  ask  for  the  execution  of  that  trust  for  sale. 
It  is  clear,  under  these  circumstances,  that  notwithstanding  this  abso- 
lute trust  for  conversion,  the  heir  of  the  testator  took  the  property  by 
way  of  resulting  trust,  and  that  his  title  vested  in  1890.  Now,  the 
heir  died  in  the  year  1H72,  and  the  contest  is  not  between  the  testator's 
next  of  kin  and  the  heir,  but  between  the  heir  of  the  heir  on  the  one 
band,  and  the  legal  personal  representatives  of  the  heir  or  the  persons 
entitled  to  his  personal  estate  on  the  other.  For  the  persons  entitled 
to  the  heirs  personal  estate  it  is  argued  that,  there  being  in  this  will 
an  absolute  trust  for  conversion,  their  title  vested  in  interest  on  the 
death  of  the  heir.  For  the  heir  of  the  heir  it  is  contended  that  the  title 
shifted  from  time  to  time  and  as  sales  were  made,  and  that  as  each  sale 
was  made  the  title  of  the  heir  of  the  heir  was  divested  and  passed  to 
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the  heir's  next  of  kin.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  some  portion  of  the  real 
estate  remains  unsold,  it  is  argued  for  him  —  that  is,  the  heir  of  the 
heir —  that  the  right  rule  is  that,  there  being  no  equity  between  the  real 
and  personal  representatives  of  the  deceased  heir  to  reconvert  the 
property,  it  must  be  taken  in  the  actual  state  in  which  it  is.  On  the 
other  hand,  on  behalf  of  the  next  of  kin  or  the  persons  entitled  to 
the  personal  estate  of  the  heir,  it  is  argued  that  the  title  was  fixed  at 
her  death  by  reason  of  the  trusts  of  the  will.  It  is  true,  as  I  have  said, 
that  the  heir  of  the  heir  does  not  claim  as  a  person  to  whom  a  benefit 
is  given  directly  in  terms  by  the  will,  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  he  takes 
by  way  of  resulting  trust,  and  the  proposition  which  is  stated  by  Jessel, 
M.  R.,  in  Curteis  v.  Wormald,  10  Ch.  D.  172,  appears  to  me  to  be 
a  correct  way  of  putting  the  case.  Having  referred  to  Ackroyd  v. 
Smithson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  503,  he  says  :  "  The  result  is  that  in  the  case  I 
put  there  is  a  trust  for  the  next  of  kin."  He  is  there  dealing  with  the 
converse  case  of  personal  estate  directed  by  the  will  to  be  applied  in 
purchasing  real  estate  ;  and  merely  altering  the  language  to  make  it 
suit  this  corresponding  case,  I  adopt  his  expression,  and  say  that  there 
is  a  trust  for  the  heir.  But  a  trust  for  the  heir  of  what?  Clearly,  a 
trust  of  the  personal  estate.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  decisions  have 
alwavs  gone  upon  the  footing  that  the  heir  who  takes  under  circum- 
stances such  as  these  takes  the  property  in  the  state  into  which  it  is 
converted  by  the  will.  Where  there  is  a  partial  undisposed  interest  of 
real  estate  directed  to  be  sold,  that  interest  results  to  the  heir  of  the 
testator  and  it  becomes  personal  estate  in  his  hands  ;  of  course,  so  long 
as  he  is  alive  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  is  real  or  personal  estate  ;  but 
on  his  death  it  seems  to  me,  that  on  principle  as  well  as  by  virtue  of 
the  authorities  which  arc  summarized  in  Jarman  on  Wills,  4th  ed.  vol.  i. 
p.  C30,  that  the  proposition  I  have  just  stated  is  correct,  and  I  do  not 
remember  in  my  experience  to  have  heard  it  questioned.  There  is  the 
other  proposition,  namely,  that,  if  the  purposes  of  the  direction  for 
conversion  in  the  will  wholly  fail  —  that  is,  if  all  the  legatees  of  the 
moneys  to  be  produced  by  the  Bale  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  so  that 
there  is  a  total  failure  of  the  objects  for  which  the  conversion  was  to  be 
made —  the  property  will  devolve  apon  the  heir  us  rial  e8tate.  Bui  I 
have  to  <h-.i\  with  the  case  of  partial  failure.  If  the  argument  for  the 
heir  of  the  heir  is  correct,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  the  numerous 
authorities  which  distinguish  the  cases  of  total  and  partial  failure  Bhould 
have  ever  been  brought  into  controversy.    It  would  have  been  sufficient 

i   mind  what    the   trulls  of  the  will  are;   whether  i1 

absolute  conversion  or  not,  all  you  have  to  do  to  ascertain  the  rights  of 
the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  heir  is  merely  to  look  to 

the   actual   state  in   which  the   property  is,  and    there    is   an   end   to   the 

question."  Now,  the  case  is  really  covered  by  direct  authority,  and, 
notwithstanding  the  ingenious  argument  that  1  bave  heard,  it  seems  to 
me  that,  dealing  with  the  report  of  Jusopp  v  Watson,]  M  ■  £.665, 
in  the  only  way  I  know  how  to  deal   with   reports  —  that  is,  ly  taking 
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the  facta  r\s  they  arc  Stated,  and  not  making  numerous  ingenious  sug- 
D8  aa  to  what  the  facta  may  have  been  —  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
Sir  John  Leach,  decided  this  questiou  in  1833.  There  was  there  an 
ite  trust  for  conversion  ;  but  it  appears  by  the  report  on  page  <i<i(j 
thai  some  part  of  the  estate  had  not  been  converted,  and  the  Court 
directed  that  there  should  be  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  it  would  be  for 
the  benefit  of  the  infant  who  was  entitled  that  the  real  estate  of  the 
or  should  be  sold  pursuant  to  the  directions  in  his  will.  It  is 
plain  that  there  was  no  trust  expressed  as  a  beneficial  trust  in  the  will 
which  remained  to  be  performed.  The  suggestion  made  by  counsel  was 
that  there  were  some  trusts  in  the  will,  beneficial  trusts,  which  had  not 
been  fully  executed  ;  but  this  is  answered  at  once  by  this  fact,  that  this 
inquiry  was  directed  and  in  a  form  which  could  only  have  been  directed 
if  the  infant  was  considered  to  be  entitled  to  the  property  free  from  all 
claims  of  any  person  under  the  direct  trusts  of  the  will,  and  it  was  there 
decided  that  the  property  passed  and  was  taken  as  personal  estate  by 
the  persons  entitled.  That  decision  would  be  a  sufficient  authority  for 
me.  There  is,  however,  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the 
Revenue  case  of  Attorney- General  v.  Lomas,  Law  Rep.  9  Ex.  29,  and, 
taking  the  judgment  as  it  stands,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  was  of  opin- 
ion that  the  circumstance  whether  the  land  had  or  had  not  been  sold 
was  considered  as  immaterial.  It  is  rightly  pointed  out  by  counsel  for 
the  heir  of  the  heir  that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  real  estate  bad,  at  the 
time  judgment  was  given,  been  sold  ;  but  that  circumstance  is  not  men- 
tioned in  the  judgment,  and,  indeed,  the  judgment  —  if  the  argument 
of  the  heir  of  the  heir  is  right  —  could  have  passed  by  all  the  matters 
which  are  so  carefully  dealt  with,  and  simply  said  there  is  no  equity 
between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the  heir,  and  the  prop- 
erty which  has  been  sold  must  ipso  facto  go  as  personalty.  These  two 
authorities  are  binding  on  me  ;  but  I  pointed  out  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  and  I  repeat  in  my  judgment,  the  extraordinar}'  result  that 
would  arise  if  the  argument  of  the  heir  of  the  heir  is  well  founded,  be- 
cause, according  to  this  argument,  the  property  would  shift  from  time 
to  time  as  the  trustees  in  the  execution  of  their  duty  thought  fit  to  sell ; 
and  there  is  this  extraordinary  result,  that  if  the  trustees,  being  bound 
by  the  imperative  directions  to  make  a  sale,  should  omit,  for  good  or 
bad  reasons,  to  sell,  and  commit  that  which  would  be  a  breach  of  trust 
on  their  part,  the  result  would  be  that  the  rights  of  the  persons  claim- 
ing under  the  heir  would  be  altered.  As  a  rule,  the  defaults  of  trustees 
do  not  alter  the  rights  of  beneficiaries,  and  I  can  see  that  there  would 
be  the  greatest  inconvenience  arising  if  I  should  give  an}-  countenance 
to  this  argument.  On  the  death  of  the  heir  the  probate  of  his  will, 
supposing  he  made  one,  would  have  been  obtained,  and  I  have  no  doubt 
the  construction  of  this  will  before  me  would  then  have  been  ascer- 
Of  course,  it  was  merely  a  question  whether  it  should  be  as- 
certained then  or  hereafter.  The  Revenue  would  have  been  entitled  to 
duty  on  the  footing  that  at  the  time  of  his  death  he  had  a  reversionary 
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interest  in  the  proceeds  of  real  estate,  and  supposing  the  will  before 
me  was  one  not  giving  rise  to  any  question  of  construction,  but  so 
framed  that  there  was,  first,  a  trust  for  sale,  then  certain  tenancies  for 
life,  and  on  the  face  of  the  will  a  plain  omission  to  dispose  of  the  ulti- 
mate beneficial  iuterest,  the  Crown  would  have  asked,  on  the  heir's 
death,  what  were  the  duties  payable  in  respect  of  his  beneficial  inter- 
est in  the  trust  for  sale,  and  to  say  that  from  time  to  time  they  are  to 
be  shifted  according  to  the  sales  made  or  not  made  by  the  trustees 
would  be  producing,  as  I  have  mentioned,  this  extraordinary  anomaly, 
namely,  that  there  would  be  at  one  time  succession  duty  payable, 
which  in  the  result  would  not  be  payable  at  all,  and  at  some" other  time 
there  would  be  legacy  duty  under  the  Legacy  Duty  Acts  which  after  all 
might  not  become  payable  when  the  result  was  known  because  the  trust 
for  sale- was  not  in  the  event  acted  on. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  heir  — that  is,  the  testator's  sister,  Sarah 
Scales  —  took,  by  virtue  of  the  resulting  trust,  the  property  in  question 
as  personalty  ;  so  that  the  property  which  has  been  sold,  about  which 
there  is  no  question,  and  the  property  which  has  not  been  sold,  about 
which  there  is  a  question,  belongs  in  each  case  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  heir. 

In  Curteis  v.  Wormald,  10  Ch.  D.  172,  the  same  point  arose.  It 
appears  from  the  papers  that  there  was  a  small  sum  of  about  £50 
which  ought  to  have  been  laid  out  in  real  estate,  but  which  had  not 
been  so  laid  out.  The  indorsement  on  counsel's  brief,  however,  con- 
tains the  words,  "  no  question  decided  as  to  personal  estate  (if  any) 
not  so  laid  out  in  buying  real  estate"  ;  so  the  point  was  then  left  unde- 
cided. I  think  the  language  of  Jessel,  M.  R.,  negativing  any  equitable 
reconversion  as  between  the  real  and  personal  representatives  of  the 
heir,  is  accurate,  and  that  he  meant  what  he  said. 


IX   BE   CLEVELAND'S   SETTLED   ESTATES. 
Chaxcxby  Division,  Coubt  oj  Appeal.    1893. 

[Reported  [1898]  8Ch.  844.] 

GkdZB   indentures   of    lease    and    release,   dated   the   8d   and    Itli   of 

November,  1809  (being  a  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  <>f  the 
second  Duke  ,,f  Cleveland),  and  the  will  of  the  flrsl  Duke  of  I 
land,  who  died  in  1842,  the  fourth  Duke  of  Cleveland  (the  third  son  of 
the  Oral  Duk<  l>ecame,  on  his  succeeding  to  the  title  in  1864,  entitled, 
as  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  to  extensive  est;itrs  m  Durham,  Stat 
fordshire,  and  other  counties,  with  remainder  t<>  hi-  first  and  other  sons 
successively  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over. 
In  1866  it  was  found  desirable  to  dispose  of  parts  of  the  settled 
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estates  for  building  purposes  ;  and  the  settlement  and  will  not  con- 
taining effectual  powers  for  Belling  and  granting  building  leases,  a 
private  Act  (80  &  81  Viet.  c.  1)  was  passed,  by  which  trustees  were 
appointed,  to  whom  (inter  alia)  power  was  given  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
all  or  any  parts  of  the  properties  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act; 
and  it  was  enacted  that  the  provisions  of  Lord  Cran worth's  Act  (23  & 
24  Vict  e.  145)  should  extend  to  sales  made  under  the  authority  of  this 
Act,  and  to  all  matters  consequent  thereon.1  The  schedule  comprised 
various  lands  in  Durham  and  Staffordshire. 

In  1872  the  tenant  for  life  in  remainder  immediately  expectant  on 
the  limitations  to  the  fourth  Duke's  sons  in  tail  male,  and  his  eldest 
son.  who  was  tenant  in  tail  male  in  remainder,  executed,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  fourth  Duke  as  protector,  a  disentailing  assurance  of  the 
settled  estates,  and  conveyed  their  remainder  in  fee  to  the  fourth  Duke, 
so  that  the  estates  thenceforth  stood  limited  to  the  fourth  Duke  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  as  tenants  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  himself  in  fee. 

The  fourth  Duke  died  without  issue  on  the  21st  of  August,  1891, 
having  made  his  will  dated  the  22d  of  July,  1891,  by  which  he  devised 
certain  specified  estates,  and  "all  the  manors,  advowsons,  and  other 
messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments  in  the  counties  of  Middlesex, 
Durham,  Northampton,  Salop,  and  Stafford,  or  an}'  of  such  counties, 
which  at  my  death  I  shall  be  entitled  to  or  have  power  to  dispose  of  for 
an  estate  in  fee  simple,  legal  or  equitable,"  to  the  use  of  trustees  upon 
trust  to  settle  them  as  therein  mentioned.  These  estates  were  com- 
monly known  as  '"the  Raby  estates."  The  testator  then,  after  making 
devises  of  his  real  estates  in  some  other  specified  counties,  and  giving 
various  pecuniary  and  specific  legacies,  devised  and  bequeathed  "all 
the  real  and  personal  estate  not  hereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of,  to 
which  at  my  death  I  shall  be  beneficially  entitled,  or  of  which  I  shall 
have  an\-  general  power  to  dispose  beneficially  by  will,"  to  trustees 
upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  Hay  family. 

1  By  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  145,  s.  4,  it  is  enacted  tliat  money  received  upon  any  sale 
under  the  power  of  sale  given  by  the  Act  shall  be  laid  out  in  the  manner  indicated 
by  the  instrument  containing  the  power;  "or  if  no  such  indication  be  therein  con- 
tained as  to  all  or  any  part  of  such  money,  then  the  same  shall  with  all  convenient 
speed  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  hereditaments  in  fee  simple  in  possession 
to  be  situate  in  England  or  Wales  or  in  Ireland  (as  the  case  may  be),  or  of  lands  of  a 
Id  or  copyhold  or  customary  tenure  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  persons 
making  the  purchase,  are  convenient  to  be  held  therewith  or  with  any  other  heredit- 
aments for  the  time  being,  subject  to  the  subsisting  uses  or  trusts  of  the  same  will, 
other  instrument  of  settlement  in  which  the  power  of  sale  or  exchange  was 
contained  ;  and  all  such  hereditaments  so  to  be  purchased  or  taken  in  exchange  as 
aforesaid  as  shall  be  freeholds  of  inheritance  shall  be  settled  and  assured  to  the  uses, 
open  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the 
,  provisoes,  and  declarations,  to  which  the  hereditaments  sold  or  given  in  ex- 
change were  or  would  have  been  subject,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  deaths  of  parties 
and  other  intervening  accidents  will  admit  of,  but  not  so  as  to  increase  or  multiply 
charges.  ..." 
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Considerable  suras  of  money  had  arisen  during  the  life  of  the  fourth 
Duke  from  the  sale  of  parts  of  the  Staffordshire  property  comprised  in 
the  Act,  and  had  been  invested  in  Consols,  and  so  remained  invested  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  The  trustees  of  the  Act  took  out  an  originating 
summons  which  at  first  was  confined  to  a  question  as  to  the  payment 
of  certain  expenses  out  of  these  funds,  but,  as  amended,  asked  to  have 
it  determined  to  whom  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale  of  settled  lands 
and  then  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  of  the  Act  belonged. 

Mr.  Justice  Kekewich  decided  that  these  funds,  having  arisen  from 
the  sale  of  parts  of  the  Staffordshire  estate,  went  with  those  estates, 
and  that  the  devisees  of  the  Staffordshire  estates  were  entitled  to  them. 
The  residuary  devisees  and  legatees  appealed. 

Cozens-Hardy,  Q.  C.,  and  Ashworth  James,  for  the  appellants. 

Sir  H.  Davey,  Q.  C,  Warmington,  Q.  C.,  and  Ingle  Joyce,  for  the 
respondents. 

Ltndlet,  L.  J.  We  have  here  to  consider,  not  whether  the  will  has 
disposed  of  the  fund,  but  which  of  several  clauses  in  the  will  has  most 
aptly  described  it.  In  Chandler  v.  Pocock,  15  Ch.  D.  491 ;  16  Ch.  D. 
648,  the  question  was  simply  whether  the  will  in  that  case  had  any 
application  to  the  fund  in  question,  and  it  was  decided,  both  by  Sir 
George  Jessel  and  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  it  had.  We  have  to 
consider  an  entirely  different  question,  and  this  fact  must  not  be  lost 
sight  of  in  considering  the  observations  made  by  Sir  G.  Jessel  in  the  case 
referred  to,  and  relied  upon  by  the  appellants'  counsel  as  conclusive  in 
their  favor. 

The  property  in  dispute  here  is  a  sum  of  £30,000  or  thereabouts, 
arising  from  the  sale  of  lands  in  Durham  and  Staffordshire.  The 
money  was  held  by  trustees  upon  trust  to  reinvest  in  other  lands  in 
England  or  Wales.  The  lands  sold  did  belong,  and  any  lands  bought 
with  the  money  produced  by  them  (if  acquired  in  the  testator's  life- 
time, would  have  belonged,  to  him  tor  life,  with  remainders  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail,  and  with  the  ultimate  reversion  in  himself  in 
fee.      Whilst  the  money  was  uninvested  it  was  held  on  similar  trusts. 

The  lands  from  which  the  money  arose  had  been  sold  many  years 
before  the  testator  made  his  will  ;  and  the  money  had  not  been  rein- 
Vested  in  land  in  his  lifetime.  When  he  made  his  will,  and  when  he 
died,  the  money  remained  invested  in  government  stocks  or  securities. 

The  testator  bad  no  children;  but  he  could  not  in  his  Lifetime  have 
called  upon  the  trustees  to  pay  the  money  over  to  him.     lie  could, 

however,  have  disposed  of  the  reversion   by  (\<vi\   or  will,  and  lit dd 

have  treated  his  reversionary  interest  in  the  money  cither  as  real  estate 
onal  estate,  ;is  he  might  bave  thoughl  proper.     Nad  he  died 

ite  the  money  would  have  devolved  on  his  beir-at  law.    All  this 

we  take  to  lie    char. 

Unfortunately,  the  testator  has  not  by  Ins  will  alluded  in  terms  to 
this  money.     !!<•  baa  disposed  of  his  estates  in  Staffordshire,  Durham, 

and  other  counties,  describing  them  as  situate  in  the  count  ics  in  which 
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thev  in  fact  are.  He  has  devised  all  his  real  estate  not  otherwise  dis- 
posed  of.  and  ho  has  bequeathed  all  his  residuary  personal  estate;  and 
the  two  last  elasses  of  property  have  been  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
the  Bame  persons.  The  question  now  arises,  "Who  is  entitled  to  this 
inoiH\  ':  Does  it  belong  to  the  devisees  of  the  estates  in  Staffordshire 
and  Durham,  or  to  the  devisees  of  the  testator's  real  estate  not  other- 
wise disposed  of,  or  to  the  legatees  of  his  residuary  personal  estate? 

The  learned  Judge  has  decided  in  favor  of  the  devisees  of  the  Staf- 
fordshire and  Durham  estates.  He  has  declared  that  the  money  in 
question  belongs  to  the  person  who,  under  the  will  of  the  testator, 
would  have  succeeded  to  the  lands  from  which  the  money  arose,  if 
those  lands  had  not  been  sold.     Hence  this  appeal. 

The  language  used  by  the  testator  in  devising  his  Staffordshire  and 
Durham  estates  and  his  residuary  estate  is  as  follows:  after  devising 
certain  specified  estates  he  devised  "all  the  manors,  advowsons,  and 
other  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments  in  the  counties  of  Middle- 
sex, Durham,  Northampton,  Salop,  and  Stafford,  or  any  of  such  coun- 
ties, which  at  my  death  I  shall  be  entitled  to,  or  have  power  to  dispose 
of  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  legal  or  equitable."  The  words  used  in 
disposing  of  the  residuary  estate  are,  "  all  the  real  and  personal  estate 
not  hereinbefore  otherwise  disposed  of,  to  which  at  my  death  I  shall  be 
beneficially  entitled,  or  of  which  I  shall  have  any  general  power  to  dis- 
pose beneficially  by  will." 

The  appellants  contend  that  the  moneys  in  question  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  lands  in  the  counties  of  Durham  and  Stafford,  or  either  of 
them,  which  at  the  testator's  death  he  should  be  entitled  to  or  have 
power  to  dispose  of  in  fee  simple. 

First,  can  the  moneys  be  regarded  as  lands  at  all?  We  have  no 
doubt  they  can.  The  trustees  were  bound  to  lay  the  moneys  out  in 
land,  unless  directed  not  to  do  so  by  some  person  entitled  to  give  such 
a  direction.  The  testator  might  have  given  such  a  direction  by  his  will, 
or  even  prospectively  in  his  lifetime,  for  after  his  death  without  issue 
he  was  master  of  the  fund.  But,  in  the  absence  of  any  indication  of 
intention  by  him  to  treat  the  fund  as  personal  estate,  the  fund  ought  to 
be  regarded  as  land  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  as  land  which  he  had 
power  to  dispose  of  in  fee.  Notwithstanding  the  observations  of  Sir 
George  Jessel  in  Chandlery.  Pocock,  15  Ch.  D.  491,  money  which  a  tes- 
tator has  not  got  into  his  own  hands,  and  which  he  has  no  right  to  have 
in  his  own  hands,  and  which  is  held  upon  trust  for  investment  in  land, 
is,  in  our  opinion,  to  be  treated  as  real  estate,  although,  if  he  has  power 
to  dispose  of  such  money,  he  can  dispose  of  it  either  as  land  or  money, 
as  he  may  think  right.  The  absence  of  any  person  after  his  death  to 
require  an  investment  in  land  cannot  be  the  real  test  of  what  it  is  in  his 
lifetime.  If  lie  says  nothing  to  the  contrary,  the  money  must  be  treated 
as  if  it  were  invested  in  land  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The 
older  authorities,  such  as  Guidot  v.  Guidot,  3  Atk.  254,  and  the  deci- 
sion of  Mr.  Justice  Fry  in  In  re  Greaves's  Settlement  Trusts,  23  Ch.  D. 
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313,  all  show  this  ;  and,  bearing  in  mind  the  point  which  was  before 
the  Court  in  Chandler  v.  Poeoek^  we  do  not  feel  at  all  clear  that  the  late 
Master  of  the  Rolls  would  have  held  that  a  devise  of  real  estate  would 
not  pass  mone}-  in  the  position  of  that  which  is  here  in  question.  If  he 
really  did  mean  to  go  that  length,  we  could  not  agree  with  him. 

Treating  the  money,  then,  as  land,  the  question  is,  What  land?  The 
appellants  contend  that  no  particular  locality  can  be  attributed  to  this 
money,  and  that  it  cannot  pass  under  the  description  of  land  in  a  par- 
ticular county.  No  doubt  all  land  must  be  situate  somewhere,  and 
money  which  may  be  laid  out  in  land  situate  anywhere  cannot  have  its 
locality  fixed  by  reference  to  its  future  unknown  disposition.  But  then 
it  is  suggested  that,  just  as  in  Attorney-General  v.  Marquis  of  Ailes- 
bury,  12  App.  Cas.  672,  land  was  treated  as  the  money  with  which  it 
was  bought,  so  here  the  money,  until  again  laid  out  in  land,  represents, 
and  stands  in  the  place  of,  and  ought  to  be  treated  as,  the  land  which 
produced  it  —  i.  e,,  as  land  locally  situate  where  the  land  which  pro- 
duced it  was.  This  reasoning  is,  in  our  opinion,  unsatisfactory.  We 
cannot  judicially  hold,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  money  which  has 
to  be  laid  out  in  land  situate  anywhere  in  England  or  Wales  will  pass 
under  a  devise  of  lands  in  a  particular  count}',  even  if  the  money  arose 
from  the  sale  of  land  in  that  county.  We  should  have  no  difficulty  in 
holding  such  to  be  the  case  if  there  was  any  indication  of  intention  to 
that  effect;  but  in  the  will  before  us  there  is  none.  It  is  true  that  we 
are  dealing  with  a  case  in  which  a  portion  of  a  settled  estate  has  been 
sold,  and  the  money  arising  from  its  sale  is  to  be  laid  out  in  land  to  be 
brought  into  the  same  settlement,  and  that  such  money  may  well  be 
treated  as  land  subject  to  the  same  settlement,  and  might  well  pass 
under  any  words  which  indicated  an  intention  to  pass  the  whole  of  the 
settled  lands,  lint,  even  after  looking  to  the  Act  of  Parliament  which 
authorized  the  sale  of  the  lands  from  which  the  money  in  question  has 
arisen,  and  looking  to  the  statutory  destination  of  the  money,  and, 
although  we  think  it  very  likely  that  if  the  testator  had  had  his  at- 
tention called  to  his  money  lie  would  have  wished  it  to  go  with  his  Raby 
estates,  the  language  of  his  will  does  not  justify  us  in  holding  that  it 
does  so.  There  is  property  which  exactly  answers  the  testator's  own 
CArefal  description  of  his  Raby  estates,  and  to  hold  that  money  which 
does  not  answer  that  description  must  be  dealt  with  as  if  it  did,  would 
be  to  depart  from  well  settled  principles  of  construction.  Those  prin- 
ciples will  lie  found  expounded  by  Lord  Cairns  in  Martineau  v.  Brigg$l 
23  W.  R.  389 ;  15  L  J.  (Ch.)  674,  and  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Erie 
in  Webber  v.  Stanley,  1''.  C.  1'..  (N.  8.)  698,  to  which  may  be  added 
Homer  v.  //<>//>■ -r,  8  Ch.  D.  758.    All  of  ti.  triklng  instances  of 

the  rigidity  of  the  rule  which  precludes  a  Court,  when  construing  n, 

will,  from  giving  effect  to  an  intention  not  expressed  by  a  testator,  and 

which  cannot  be  extracted  from  his  language,  when  that  language  18 

clear  in  itself  and  is  strictly  applicable  to  some  lubjeot-matter  with 
which  the  testator  was  dealing.     The  money  here  is  not  described  by 
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the  language  applicable  to  the  Raby  estates,  and  it  is  described  by  the 
language  applicable  to  the  residuary  estate. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  money  in  question  must 
be  treated  as  included  in  the  testator's  residuary  devise  of  his  real 
estate.  The  appeal  will  therefore  be  allowed,  but  the  costs  here  and 
below  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  fund  in  question.  A  summons  to  obtain 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  eminently  proper,  and  no  costs  have  been 
unreasonably  or  improperly  incurred. 


IN   RE   DAVERON. 

Chancery  Division.     1893. 

[Reported  [1893]  3  Ch.  421.] 

Special  case.  James  Daveron,  who  died  in  August,  1861,  was  at 
the  date  of  his  death  seised  in  fee  simple  in  possession  of  a  public- 
house  and  hereditaments  known  as  the  Eagle  Tavern,  East  India  Road, 
Poplar,  subject  to  an  indenture  of  lease  dated  the  8th  of  May,  1860, 
whereby  the  said  premises  were  demised  b}'  the  said  James  Daveron  to 
one  George  Samuel  Ayres  for  a  term  of  fifty  years  from  the  24th  of  June, 
1860,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  £70. 

By  his  will,  made  in  May,  1861,  the  said  James  Daveron  gave  all  his 
real  estate  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  ground-rent  of  £70  per  annum  arising  from  the 
said  public-house  "so  long  as  the  lease  shall  run"  in  certain  propor- 
tions to  certain  named  persons;  and,  "upon  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,"  he  directed  that  the  freehold  should  be  sold,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  distributed  in  thirds,  among  certain  other  named  per- 
sons or  their  issue. 

Questions  having  arisen  between  the  beneficiaries,  as  to  the  persons 
entitled,  under  the  will,  to  the  Eagle  Tavern  and  the  proceeds  of  sale 
thereof,  a  special  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

It  was  admitted  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  persons  claiming  the 
proceeds  of  sale,  that  the  trust  for  sale  was  invalid  as  transgressing 
the  rule  against  perpetuities:  Goodier  v.  Edmunds,  [1893]  3  Ch.  455, 
and  the  Court  held,  as  a  fact,  that  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  the 
proceeds  of  sale  were  ascertainable  within  the  period  allowed  by  the 
perpetuity  rule,  so  that  the  only  question  argued  which  calls  for  any 
detailed  report  was  whether  the  invalidity  of  the  trust  for  sale  pre- 
vented the  will  from  being  effective  in  favor  of  the  persons  to  whom 
the  proceeds  of  sale  were  given. 

Farwell,  Q.  C,  and  Surinfen  Eady,  for  the  persons  claiming  to  be 
entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  sale. 

Byrne,  Q.  C,  and  J.  Henderson,  for  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator. 

/,'.  Burleigh  Muir,  Vernon  B.  Smith,  A.  J.  Allen,  and  MdrteUi,  for 
other  beneficiaries. 


CHAP.  L]  IK   RE   DAVEEON.  431 

Chittt.  J.  It  is  admitted  that  the  trust  for  sale  is  void  by  reason 
of  its  having  been  directed  to  be  made  beyond  the  time  allowed  by  the 
rule  against  perpetuities,  and  that  admission  appears  to  me  to  be  cor- 
rect, and  to  be  in  accordance  with  Mr.  Justice  Stirling's  recent  decision 
in  Goodier  v.  Edmunds. 

The  questions  for  decision  are  two.  The  first  is,  whether  the  persons 
who  are  to  take  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  are  persons  who  cannot  be 
ascertained  within  the  limits  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities.  If  that 
question  be  answered  in  favor  of  the  heir,  there  is  no  other  question  to 
be  decided  ;  but  if  it  is  not  so  answered,  then  there  arises  the  question 
whether  the  trust  for  sale  is  to  be  looked  upon  as  "  mere  machinery," 
as  it  has  been  called ;  or  whether,  as  was  put  for  the  heir,  it  is  the 
essence  of  the  will. 

The  testator  or  his  draftsman  had  a  very  simple  case  to  deal  with. 
The  testator  was  entitled  to  the  reversion  in  fee  simple,  of  the  Eagle 
Tavern,  expectant  upon  a  lease,  which  he  had  granted  shortly  before 
his  will,  the  lease  being  for  fifty  years,  of  which  forty-nine  years  had  to 
run  when  he  died.  The  existence  of  this  lease  seems  to  have  occasioned 
the  testator  and  his  draftsman  all  the  trouble  that  is  to  be  found  on  the 
face  of  this  will.  The  will  contains  a  general  devise  to  the  use  of  trus- 
tees which  carried  the  reversion  in  fee  ;  and  the  trusts  which  he  de- 
clared are,  to  pay  this  ground-rent  of  £70,  so  long  as  the  lease  shall 
run,  in  certain  proportions  and  to  certain  persons.  I  need  not  go 
through  that  part  of  the  will  because  there  is  no  question  in  regard  to 
the  validity  of  this  trust,  as  declared. 

Then  there  comes,  at  the  expiration  or  determination  of  the  term,  a 
trust  for  sale,  and  1  propose  now  to  examine  very  shortly  the  language 
of  the  testator  with  reference  to  the  objects  of  his  bounty  who  take 
through  the  median)  of  the  trust  for  sale.  [His  Lordship  then  stated 
the  terms  of  this  gift,  and  held  as  a  fact  that  the  objects  of  the  testator's 
bounty  could  all  be  ascertained  within  the  limits  required  by  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  and  continued  :] 

Now  comes  the  question  whether  1  can  give  effect  to  the  testator's 
intention,  seeing  that  he  has  directed  a  sale  and  his  directions  as  to  the 
sale  are  invalid.  It  is  plain  that  the  trust  to  sell  and  pay  the  proceeds 
to  "A."  (a  named  person)  confers  an  equity  on  "A."  and  gives  him 
the  whole  beneficial  till.-  which  the  testator  is  entitled  to  in  fee  simple. 
In  equity  "  A."  is  the  beneficial  owner,  and  -  A."  can  come  t«>  the  trus- 
and  say,  "  I  desire  you  n<>t  to  sell,  bul  to  convey  the  estate  to  in,.." 
About  that  there  is  no  question.  It  is  equally  plain  that  if  there  is  a 
direction  to  sell  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  in  shares  to  a..  ]',..  and  ('., 
then  A..  B.,  and  C.  are  regarded,  in  equity,  also  as  tin-  owners  of  the 
estate.  They  can,  by  the  doctrine  of  election,  prevenl  any  sale  taking 
place,  and,  if  they  all  express  their  Intention,  tl>"  trustees  oould  law- 
fully convey  the  estate  to  them  in  the  shims  in  which  they  are  entitled 
to  the  purchase-money.  The  difference  between  the  oases  I  have  put 
of  the  proceeds  going  to  one  person  or  the  proceeds  going  to  several, 
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consists  in  this:  that  where  there  arc  several  they  must  all  concur  to 
stop  the  sale.  I  mention  these  points  to  show  how  equity  regards  the 
Bubstance  of  the  matter,  and  considers  those  beneficially  entitled  to  the 
purchase-money,  as  entitled  to  the  estate  itself. 

One  other  observation  is  material  in  regard  to  this  point,  which  is, 
that  where  there  18  a  trust  for  sale  —  a  valid  one,  of  course  —  and 
where  there  is  no  gift  of  intermediate  rents,  the  persons  who  take  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  being  thus  regarded  as  equitable  owners  of  the 
estate,  unquestionably  take  the  rent  for  the  period  during  which  the  sale 
is  postponed. 

Now,  I  am  conscious  that  what  I  have  stated  with  regard  to  the 
effect  of  a  trust  for  sale,  is  not  absolutely  conclusive  upon  the  point 
which  1  have  to  decide.  But  admitting  that  the  question  is  one  of  con- 
siderable difficulty,  it  appears  to  me  that,  acting  upon  equitable  prin- 
ciples, and  looking  to  the  substance  of  the  thing,  I  am  justified  in 
holding  that,  though  the  trust  for  sale  cannot  take  effect,  the  testator's 
intention  can  be  carried  into  operation  in  favor  of  the  objects  of  his 
bount}'.  I  think  it  right  to  take  the  broader  rather  than  the  narrower 
view  of  the  subject.  I  think  the  point  made,  on  behalf  of  the  heir-at- 
law,  that  the  testator  intended  that  the  property  should  be  taken  in  the 
shape  of  personalty,  and  not  in  the  shape  of  realty,  is  insufficient  to 
displace  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived.  The  doctrine  of  elec- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  re-conversion,  which  proceeds  on  the  footing  of 
the  equitable  property  in  the  thing  being  vested  in  those  that  take  the 
proceeds  of  sale,  shows  that  the  Court  does  allow  persons  thus  entitled 
to  take  the  property  as  of  a  different  quality  to  that  which  the  testator 
intended.  Or,  to  put  it  quite  shortly,  where  the  testator  intended  that 
several  persons  should  take  a  gift  in  money,  they  may  all  concur  in 
saving,  "  We  will  not  take  it  in  mono}',  but  we  will  take  it  in  land." 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  though  the  trust  for  sale  is  void, 
there  is  a  valid  trust  for  the  persons  who  were  intended  to  take  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  with  regard  to  whom  there  is  no  sufficient 
objection  by  reason  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 

The  result,  therefore,  is,  that  the  beneficiaries  named  in  the  will  are 
entitled  to  take  this  property  as  real  estate.1 

1  See  Dates  v.  Spooner,  75  Conn.  501  (1903) ;  Becker  v.  Chester,  115  Wis.  90  (1902). 


Note.  —  On  the  application  of  the  doctrines  of  Conflict  of  Laws  to  conversion,  see 
v.  Clarke,  178  U.  S.  18G  (1900)  ;  Jenkins  v.  Guarantee,  etc.,  Co.,  53  N.  J.  Eq. 
194  (1895);  Gray,  Rule  against  Perpetuities  (2d  ed.),  §§204-267;  Equitahle  Inter- 
ests in  Foreign  Property,  by  Joseph  H.  Beale,  Jr.,  20  Harv.  L.  Rev.  382,  389. 

For  an  extensive  discussion  of  the  theory  of  conversion,  see  Equitable  Conver- 
sion, by  C  C.  Langdell,  18  Harv.  L.  Rev.  1,  83,  245;  19  Id.  1,  79,  233,  321. 
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CHAPTER    II. 
ELECTION. 


NOYS   y.   MORDAUNT. 
Chancery.     1707. 
[Reported  2  Vcm.  581.] 

John  Everard  having  tico  daughters,  in  1686,  makes  his  will,  and 
devises  to  Margaret,  his  eldest  daughter,  his  lands  in  Beeston,  and 
eight  hundred  pounds  in  money:  to  Mary  his  second  daughter,  his 
lands  in  Stanborn  and  Broom,  and  one  thousand  three  hundred  pounds 
in  money;  provided  and  on  condition  she  released,  conveyed  and  as- 
sured Beeston  lands  to  her  sister  Margaret ;  and  devised  to  his  said 
second  daughter  one  thousand  three  hundn  d  pounds  in  money.  Pro- 
vided if  he  should  have  a  son,  what  was  devised  to  his  daughters  to  be 
void;  and  in  such  case  gave  to  Margaret  one  thousand  two  hundred 
pounds,  and  to  Mary  one  thousand  pounds.  Provided  if  he  should 
have  another  daughter,  then  he  gave  the  eight  hundred  pounds  devised 
to  Margaret,  to  such  after-born  daughter,  and  the  lands  at  Stanborn 
and  Broom  and  the  one  thousand  thn>  hundred  pounds  devised  to 
Mary  the  second  daughter  to  the  said  Mary,  and  such  after-bora 
daughter  equally  between  them.  He  shortly  afterwards  died,  and  left 
his  wife  ensient  of  a  daughter  Elizabeth;  Mary  married  Biggs,  and 
died  without  issue,  not  having  given  any  release  to  Margarel  her  Bister 
according  to  the  will. 

Elizabeth  claimed  not  only  the  lands  devised  to  her  by  the  will,  and 
a  moiety  of  what,  was  devised  to  her  Bister  Mary  ;  bul  also  a  moiety  of 
the  Beeston  lands  devised  to  Margaret;  the  same  on  the  testator's 
marriage,  being  settled  on  himself  for  life,  and  his  wife  for  her  Jointure, 
.„„!  to  the  first  and  other  wns,  and  In  default  of  Issue  male,  to  the 
r.f  his  body. 

Question  was,  whether  she  Bhould  be  at  liberty  so  to  do,  or  ought  uot 
to  acquiesce  in  the  will ;  or  n  uounce  any  benefit  thereby. 

,,„.,,  k,  M.II:  [Cowper].  in  all  cases  of  tins  kind,  where  a  man 
is  disposing  of  his  estate  amongst  bis  children,  and  gives  to  one  fee 
simple  lands,  and  to  another  lands  entailed,  or  under  settlement  ;  It  is 
open  an  Implied  condition, that  each  party  acquit  and  release  the  other; 

VOX.,  vi.  —  Ji 
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especially  as  In  this  case,  where  plainly  he  had  the  distribution  of  his 
whole  estate  under  his  consideration,  and  has  given  much  more  to 
Elizabeth,  than  what  belonged  to  her  by  the  settlement;  and  had  it  in 
bis  power  to  cut  Off  the  entail.1 


ANONYMOUS. 
Chancery.     1709. 
[Reported  Oilb.  Eq.  15.] 

The  case  was  this.  A.  was  seised  of  two  acres,  one  in  fee,  t'other 
in  tail :  and  having  two  sons,  he  by  his  will,  devises  the  fee-simple  acre 
to  his  eldest  son,  who  was  issue  in  tail ;  and  he  devised  the  tail  acre  to 
the  youngest  son. and  died  :  The  eldest  son  entered  upon  the  tail  acre  ; 
whereupon  the  youngest  son  brought  his  bill  in  this  court  against  his 
brother,  that  he  might  enjoy  the  tail  acre  devised  to  him,  or  else  have 
an  equivalent  out  of  the  fee  acre  ;  because  his  father  plainly  designed 
him  something. 

Lord  Chancellor  [Cowter].  This  devise  being  designed  as  a 
provision  for  the  younger  son,  the  devise  of  the  fee  acre  to  the  eldest 
son,  must  be  understood  to  be  with  a  tacit  condition,  that  he  shall 
suffer  the  younger  son  to  enjo}r  quietby,  or  else,  that  the  }-oungest 
Bon  shall  have  an  equivalent  out  of  the  fee  acre,  and  decreed  the  same 
accordingly.3 


HEARLE   v.   GREENBANK. 

Chancery.     1749. 

[Reported  1   Ves.  Sr.  298.] 

Tins  cause  came  before  the  court  on  two  bills :  the  original  by  the 
plaintiffs  as  devisees  and  residuary  legatees  of  Mary  Winsmore,  wife  of 
William  Winsmore,  a  bankrupt,  to  have  an  appointment  made  by  her 
of  a  real  estate,  devised  to  her  by  her  father  Doctor  Worth,  established  ; 
and  that  the  executors  might  account  with  the  plaintiffs  for  all  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  Doctor  Worth,  after  raising  £8000  and  other 
legacies,  bequeathed  b}-  the  will  of  Mary  Winsmore:  and  that  Mary 
Win-more  the  infant  might  convey  the  freehold,  copyhold,  and  lease- 
hold estate  to  them. 

The  cross  bill  was  brought  by  the  assignees,  under  the  commission  of 

1  The  reat  of  the  case,  relating  to  another  point,  is  omitted. 

IJUld  v.  Streatfield,  Cas.  temp.  Talb.  17*5  (1736). 

2  And  see  Schroder  v.  Schroder,  Kay,  578  (1854) ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  18  Jur.  987. 
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bankruptcy  against  William  Winsmore,  that  they,  as  standing  in  his 
place,  might  have  the  benefit  of  everything  which  Mary  Winsmore  was 
entitled  to,  as  belonging  to  her  husband,  and  to  have  an  account  of  the 
freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  estate  of  Doctor  Worth,  and  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate  of  Dorothy  Price  ;  and  that  if  the  legal  interest 
of  the  leasehold  estate  remained  in  any  of  the  parties,  they  should  con- 
vey it  to  the  assignees. 

Doctor  Worth  had  an  only  daughter  about  sixteen  or  seventeen  years 
of  age.  William  Winsmore  in  December,  1739,  married  her  clandes- 
tinely, without  the  consent  of  her  father,  who  was  offended  with  her ; 
but,  as  she  was  young,  was  more  offended  with  the  husband,  who  made 
her  believe  he  was  a  man  of  fortune  ;  and  in  like  manner  imposed  on 
her  father,  and  got  from  him  about  £1400  which  Mary  was  entitled  to 
from  her  aunt  Dorothy  Price.  Within  three  months  after  the  marriage, 
a  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  husband;  and  in  June, 
1741,  Mary  the  infant  was  born. 

August,  1742,  Doctor  Worth  made  his  will,  and  died  ;  thereby  giving 
some  legacies  and  charities,  he  devised  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and 
real  estate  whatsoever,  and  wheresoever,  ami  all  his  leasehold  estate, 
to  two  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  in 
trust,  to  apply  the  residue,  after  paying  their  own  charges,  to  the  sole 
and  proper  use  of  his  daughter  Mary  Winsmore  during  her  life,  and  to 
l.e  at  her  disposal,  and  not  subject  to  the  debts  or  control  of  her  hus- 
band ;  her  receipts  to  be  good  ;  and  to  permit  her  by  deed  or  writing, 
executed  in  presence  of  three  or  more  witnesses,  notwithstanding  her 
coverture,  to  give  and  dispose  of  all  his  freehold,  copyhold,  and  lease- 
hold estate,  as  she  shall  think  fit;  she  having  a  particular  regard  to  his 
poor  relations  in  Cornwall  ;  and  gave  to  the  same  trustees,  whom  he 
made  joint  executors,  his  personal  estate  in  trust  for  the  sole  and  separ- 
ate use  of  .Mary  Winsmore,  and  to  l>e  at  her  disposal,  and  not  subject 
to  the  debts  or  control  of  her  husband. 

October,  17Il',  Mary  Winsmore  then  under  the  age  of  21,  though 
above  17,  after  the  husband's  bankruptcy,  and  living  separate  from 
him,  made  her  will ;  [see  ■>  Atk.  D'.iTj  and  thereby  in  pursuance  of  her 
power  in  her  father's  will,  gave  to  her  daughter  Mary  6100  per  ami. 

till  she  attain  the  age  of  ten.  and  after  that  £150  /><  f  (inn.  till  twenty- 
one  :  then  sums  to  bi  applied  for  her  maintenana  arid  education,  and 
gam  her  £8000  to  l»  paid  her  "•/>■  n  eh  attains  twenty-one}  but  \fehe 
died  be/ore  twenty-one  without  ieew  of  her  body  living  at  her  death, 
.,,,,-,  //,.  £8000  to  two  <>//'"•  person*,  viz.  Hearle,  our  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  original  cause,  and  Henry  Worth,  to  l.e  paid  within  ten 
months  after  tin-  decease  i  f  her  daughter:  she  then  gave  legacii 

some  | r  relations;  appointing  the  two  trustees  in  her  father's  will, 

and  two  others  joint  executors,  guardians,  and  trustees  to  her  daughter : 
then  devised  the  residue  of  her  real  and  persona]  estate  to  the  plaintiffs, 
the  two  Hearles,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  forevei 
tenauts  in  common,  not  as  joint-tenants,  charged  as  aforesaid. 
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M:ir\  Winsmore  had  four  kinds  of  estates;  first,  a  leasehold,  origi- 
nally o\'  ninety  years  under  a  church  lease,  to  which  she  was  clearly 
entitled  under  her  father's  maiTiage-settlement ;  but  the  term  expired  ; 
and  when  it  was  to  be  renewed  by  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Worcester, 
it  was  made  a  lease  for  three  lives:  next  a  personal  estate,  coming  to 
her  from  her  aunt  Trice  ;  and  some  copyholds  which  were  admitted  to 
be  considered  by  the  custom  of  the  manor  as  chattel  interests:  thirdly, 
the  personal  estate  of  her  father:    fourthly,  his  real  estate. 

Lord  Chancellor  [Hardwickjb]  took  time  to  consider  of  the  case, 
ami  now  delivered  his  opinion. 

As  to  the  fust  kind  of  estate  which  Mary  Winsmore  had,  being  a  free- 
hold lease,  her  husband  might  be  entitled  thereto  during  her  life;  but 
upon  her  death  it  came  to  her  daughter  as  special  occupant :  so  that 
the  husband  is  not  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  curtesy  of  it;  and  the 
assignees  cannot  claim  it :  nor  can  the  power  on  Doctor  Worth's  will 
affect  it,  being  taken  as  a  purchase.  So  that  is  to  be  laid  out  of  the 
case,  as  neither  the  plaintiffs  in  the  original  or  cross  cause  can  claim  it. 

As  to  the  personal  estate  of  her  father :  it  is  given  to  her  separate 
use  ;  in  which  case  it  is  a  rule  of  the  court,  that  a  feme  covert  vaay 
dispose  of  it:  and  this  is  clear  of  the  objection  made  as  to  the  real 
estate  ;  because  she  was  above  the  age  of  seventeen,  at  which  age,  if 
sole,  she  might  make  a  will.  Nay  the  books  say,  if  above  fourteen,  the 
will  is  therefore  a  good  appointment  of  the  personal. 

But  as  to  the  real  estate,  the  principal  question  is,  whether  her  will 
is  a  good  execution  of  the  power  in  her  father's  will?  And  upon  this 
there  are  three  questions.  First,  whether  the  power  is  well  executed  ? 
Secondly,  whether  the  plaintiffs  who  claim  the  real  estate  subject  to  the 
legacies,  are  not  entitled  to  put  the  infant  to  her  election  :  and  if  she 
will  take  the  £8000,  whether  she  will  be  admitted  in  equity  to  contra- 
dict and  defeat  her  mother's  will  as  to  the  real  estate  ?  Thirdly,  whether 
the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  curtesy? 

[The  Chancellor  considered  the  first  question  at  length,  and  deter- 
mined that  the  power  to  appoint  real  estate  could  not  be  exercised 
by  the  infant.] 

As  to  the  equity  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  claim  of  the  £8000  legacy: 
it  is  true  it  was  determined  in  JSToys  v.  Mor daunt,  2  Ver.  581,  that  if 
lands  in  fee  are  given  to  one  child,  and  to  another  lands  entailed,  it 
is  meant,  they  should  release  to  each  other:  and  the  court  has  gone 
farther  since,  to  the  case  of  a  personal  legacy.  But  still  I  am  of 
opinion,  this  differs  from  all  those  cases:  and  the  infant  is  not  obliged 
to  make  her  election  ;  for  here  the  will  is  void.  And  when  the  obliga- 
tion arises  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  execution  or  invalidity  of  the 
will,  there  is  no  case,  where  the  legatee  is  obliged  to  make  an  election  ; 
for  here  is  no  will  of  the  land.  A  man  devises  a  legacy  out  of  land  to 
his  heir-at-law  ;  and  the  land  to  another:  the  will  is  not  well  executed 
arrording  to  the  Statute  of  Frauds  for  the  real  estate  :  the  court  would 
not  oblige  the  heir-at-law,  upon  accepting  the  legacy,  to  give  up  the 
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land.  This  differs  from  Xo>js  v.  Mordaunt  in  the  reason  of  the  thing  ; 
there  the  testator  devised  some  lands,  which  were,  and  others  which 
were  not  his  own  :  and  the  court  said,  that  the  devisee  should  suffer  the 
lands  to  pass,  as  if  they  were  his  own  :  but  here,  whether  the  lands 
were  her  own  or  not,  they  cannot  pass  by  the  will.  Another  distinction 
is,  Lord  Keeper  there  grounded  his  opinion  upon  the  father's  disposing 
his  estate  among  his  children;  whereas  here  she  had  but  one  child, 
and  disposes  of  her  whole  real  estate  charged  with  legacies  to  the 
plaintiffs. 

As  to  the  claim  by  the  assignees  of  the  rents  and  profits  during  the 
bankrupt's  life,  I  am  of  opinion,  he  is  not  entitled  to  be  tenant  by 
curtesy,  upon  the  ground  of  the  husband's  having  no  seisin  in  law  or 
equity.  By  the  father's  will  the  whole  legal  inheritance  was  vested  in 
the  trustees,  and  though  said  to  be  determined  in  ( 'asburn  v.  English, 
that  husband  may  be  tenant  by  curtesy  of  a  trust  in  equity  ;  yet  first 
the  wife  must  have  the  inheritance  :  secondly,  there  must  be  a  seisin  of 
the  freehold  during  the  coverture.  That  the  wife  had  the  inheritance 
is  true,  and  there  was  a  kind  of  seisin  ;  that  is  an  equity  ;  a  trust  of  the 
profits  for  her  life  :  but  here  the  father,  whose  estate  it  was,  has  made 
his  daughter  a  feme  sole,  giving  her  the  profits  during  her  life  :  but  not 
subject  to  the  control  of  her  husband.  Then  what  seisin  had  the  hus- 
band in  equity  during  the  coverture?  and  this  is  essential  to  a  tenancy 
by  curtesy,  and  would  be  directly  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  testator. 

But  as  to  the  interest  of  the  £8000,  I  am  of  opinion,  the  infant 
daughter  is  not  entitled  thereto  till  twenty-one.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  a  legacy  payable  at  a  certain  time  does  not  carry  interest  till  the 
time  of  payment  comes;  for  interest  is  given  for  delay  of  payment. 
If  interest  is  given  in  mean  time,  the  representative  of  the  legatee  shall 
recover  the  legacy  immediately;  bill  if  not,  the  representatives  shall 
not  recover  it,  till  the  time  when  by  computation  the  infant  might  have 
attained  his  aire.  The  ground  I  go  upon  is,  that  in  the  ease-,  where  the 
court  has  given  interest  in  the  mean  time,  it  has  been,  where  interesl 
baa  been  intended  by  way  of  maintenance.  Here  the  testatrix  has  made 
another  provision  for  the  legatee's  maintenance,  and  not  to  arise  out  of 

the  interest  ;    for  then  the  argument  would   be  stronger,  that  the   legacy 

was  intended  to  carry  interesl  in  the  mean  time:  but  it  is  given  out  of 
the  general  fund  Another  thing  is  the  contingency;  which  shows  it 
was  in  her  view  thai  Bhe  might  die  before  twenty-one.  There  are  in- 
deed BeveraJ  cases,  where  the  conrl  has  given  interesl  ;  as  in  Acherlyv. 
Vernon  ;  but  there  wire  particular  reasons  for  it. 

N.  xt  aa  to  the  aunt's  peraonal  estate  a  question  has  been  started, 
whether,  if  the  a  are  entitled  thereto  (the  husband  gaining  a 

trimonial  right,  which  survives  to  him.  and  cannot  be  affected  by  the 
power  or  appointment),  they  can  claim  it   in  equity,  without  being 
obliged  to  make  a  provision  for  the  daughter?    In  Jewton  v.  Mbul 
Mich.  L6,  <;.  •-'  i -'  Atk.  417],  I  waa  of  opinion,  thai  the  assignees  have 
been  compellable  to  make  a  settlement  for  a  wife,  where  the  husband 
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had  made  none.  But  I  can  And  no  case,  where  it  has  been  clone  for  a 
child:  I  do  not  say  it  cannot,  but  there  are  reasons  here  why  it  should 
not.  It  is  a  liberal  discretion,  which  the  court  exercises  in  the  case  of 
a  wife;  ami  in  this  case  the  child  is  provided  for,  so  that  the  court 
ought  not  to  make  this  the  first  instance  ;  for  she  is  entitled  to  the  real 
estate,  and  to  £8000  out  of  the  personal ;  which  is  a  great  provision  ; 
and  the  court  will  not  make  a  stretch  in  equity  in  the  case  of  a  child 
thus  provided  for;  and  on  the  other  hand  fair  creditors.  But  the 
t'l  100  paid  by  the  doctor  to  the  bankrupt,  must  be  considered  as  paid 
out  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  aunt.1 


FRANK   y.   STANDISH. 

Exchequer.     In  Equity.     1772. 

[Reported  1  Bro.  C.  C.  588,  note.] 

A  testatrix  being  seised  of  freehold  estates,  and  some  copyhold 
lands,  lying  dispersedly,  and  having  surrendered  those  copyhold  estates 
to  the  use  of  her  will ;  by  her  will  devised  all  her  real  estates,  as  well 
freehold  as  copj'hold,  ami  gave  Lady  Standish,  who  was  one  of  her  co- 
heirs at  law,  £1000.2  Before  the  making  of  her  will,  she  exchanged 
some  of  those  copyhold  lands  for  others  :  which  were  surrendered  to 
her,  but  she  did  not  surrender  those  to  the  use  of  her  will.  The  cause 
had  been  heard  a  few  days  before,   when   the   question  was  made, 

1  See  In  re  Burnh  Lawson,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  46  (1885) ;  and  cf.  Boughton  v.  Boughton, 
2  Ves.  Sr.  12  (1750). 

"  I  have  looked  at  my  own  note  of  Cary  v.  Askew  ;  and  Mr.  Romilly's  account  of  it 
is  very  correct.  Mr.  Mansfield  argued  in  support  of  the  distinction  between  Bough- 
tern  v.  Boughton  and  Hearle  v.  Greenbank.  I  argued  it  on  the  other  side  ;  and  men- 
tioned most,  of  the  topics,  that  have  been  urged  on  that  side  in  this  case.  Lord 
Kenyon  said,  the  distinction  was  settled,  and  was  not  to  be  unsettled,  that  if  a  pecu- 
niary legacy  was  bequeathed  by  an  unattested  will  under  an  express  condition  to  give 
Dp  a  real  estate  by  that  unattested  will  attempted  to  be  disposed  of,  such  condition 
being  expressed  in  the  body  of  the  will,  it  was  a  case  of  election  ;  as  he  could  not  take 
the  legacy  without  complying  with  the  express  condition.  But  Lord  Kenyon  also  took 
it  to  be  settled,  as  Lord  Hardwieke  has  adjudged,  that,  if  there  was  nothing  in  the 
will  but  a  mere  devise  of  real  estate,  the  will  was  not  capable  of  being  read  as  to  that 
part  ;  and  unless  according  to  an  express  condition  the  legacy  was  given  so,  that  the 
testator  said  expressly,  the  legatee  should  not  take,  unless  that  condition  was  complied 
with,  it  was  not  a  case  of  election.  The  reason  of  that  distinction,  if  it  was  res  integra, 
is  questionable.  It  is  more  difficult  to  raise  a  case  of  election  here  ;  as  in  this  case 
there  is  real  estate,  that  would  answer  any  description  of  estate  or  land,  that  would 
without  three  witnesses  :  viz.  the  estate  in  Bermuda.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to 
1  to  that  distinction  :  for  after  the  doctrine  has  been  so  long  settled,  though  with 
Kenyon  I  think  the  distinction  such  as  the  mind  cannot  well  fasten  upon,  it  is 
better  the  law  should  be  certain,  than  that  every  judge  should  speculate  upon  improve- 
ments in  it."  —  Per  Lord  Eldon,  C,  in  Shcddon  v.  Goodrich,  8  Ves.  4S1,  496  (1803). 
2  S.  C.  15  Ves.  391  n.  shows  that  all  the  co-heirs  received  legacies  or  devises.  —  Ed. 


CHAP.  II.]  STEATTON   V.   BEST.  439 

whether  Lady  Standish  should  be  put  to  her  election  ;  and  the  court 
this  da}-  gave  judgment  unanimously,  that  this  case  was  within  the 
reasoning  of  Nbys  v.  MordaurU,  2  Vera.  581,  and  Lady  Standish  hav- 
ing elected  to  take  the  £1000  legacy,  decreed  that  she  and  the  other 
co-heirs  should  surrender  the  copyhold  to  the  uses  of  the  will.1 


STRATTON  v.  BEST. 
Chancery.     1791. 

[Reported  1  Ves.  Jr.  285.] 

John  Light  in  1764  suffered  a  recovery  of  the  manor  of  B ; 

though  in  fact  he  was  entitled  only  to  a  part  of  it  He  afterwards 
made  a  will,  devising  in  general  terms  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
to  trustees,  &c. 

Mr.  Mitford,  for  infants,  made  a  question,  whether  as  testator  sup- 
posed himself  entitled  to  the  whole  manor,  which  was  proved  by  the 
evidence,  that  was  not  sufficient  to  put  legatees  to  election. 

Lobd  Chancellor  [Thublow].  I  think,  testator  did  at  the  time 
of  the  recovery  suffered  consider  himself  as  having  a  power  to  dispose 
of  the  whole  estate  ;  but  can  I  construe  it  so,  unless  there  is  something 
in  the  will  to  show  it?  Suppose  White-acre  and  Black-acre;  and  that 
testator  has  a  disposing  power  over  one,  and  not  over  the  other ;  can 
the  court  admit  evidence  dehors  the  will  to  show  testator's  conceit 
about  it?  I  admit  you  have  proved,  that  in  1764,  when  the  recovery 
was  suffered,  he  took  himself  to  be  master  of  the  whole.  I  have  no 
doubt,  but  that,  if  he  had  been  asked,  when  he  made  his  will,  whether 
he  did  not  mean  the  whole,  he  would  have  said.  Yes:  and.  if  desired  to 
put  in  a  description  of  it,  he  would  have  done  so:  that  I  believe  upon 
the  evidence,  you  have  brought.  Bui  to  do  this  I  must  say,  that  evi- 
dence dehors  the  will  of  testator's  (.pinion  at  any  time  may  be  pro- 
duced ;  and  I  do  not  think  that  is  the  law  of  the  court.  All  the  argu- 
ment in  Nbys  v.  Mordaunt,  -i  Vera.  581,  and  the  whole  suite  of  cases 
upon  this  subject  have  turned  upon  the  expressions  of  the  will.  HI 
was  to  receive  evidence  of  the  testator's  fancy,  it  would  Introdu 

very  desperate  rule  of  property  in  this  eourt. 

i  <  f.  /;,./.  v.  Story,  2  V.  .  d  B.  127  (1813). 
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WHISTLER  v.  WEBSTER. 

Chancery.     1794. 

[Reported  2  Vcs.  Jr.  367.] 

Bi  indentures  13th  August,  1784,  John  Whistler,  out  of  the  love  and 
lien  be  bore  Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  to  make  a  suitable  provision 

for  her,  in  case  she  should  survive,  and  for  other  considerations,  as- 
signed and  transferred  to  Lady  Martha  Webster,  her  executors,  &c. 
certain  leasehold  premises  and  moneys  upon  trust  to  raise  £3000,  and 
to  invest  that  sum  in  government  or  real  securities,  and  from  time  to 
time  to  pay  the  produce  to  John  Whistler  for  life  ;  after  his  decease,  to 
his  wife  for  life  ;  and  after  her  decease,  to  pay  the  principal,  or  trans- 
fer the  securities,  to  and  among  all  and  every,  or  such  of  the  children 
of  the  said  John  Whistler  in  such  shares  and  proportions,  and  at  such 
times,  and  subject  to  such  conditions,  as  he  should  by  his  last  will  and 
testament  appoint;  for  default  of  such  appointment,  to  and  among  all 
and  every,  the  children  of  John  Whistler  by  Elizabeth,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common  and 
not  as  joint-tenants. 

Tin-  fund  having  been  laid  out  as  directed,  John  Whistler  by  his 
will  gave  to  his  son  John  £1000  ;  to  his  son  Hugh  £4000 ;  and  reciting 
that  lie  was  bound  for  his  son  Webster  Whistler,  in  £300,  he  gave  him 
£100  more,  if  there  should  be  sufficient  effects  after  paying  the  other 
legacies  before  and  after  mentioned.  He  gave  his  daughter  Mary 
Reeves  £500;  and  his  daughter  Jane  Whistler  £1000;  but  directed, 
that  she  should  be  excluded  from  it,  if  she  should  attempt  to  many 
without  leave  of  her  mother  or  guardians.  The  will  then  proceeded 
thus :  "  I  also  give  to  my  granddaughter  Elizabeth  Reeves  the  sum  of 
£1000  of  lawful  money  of  England,  to  be  paid  her  after  my  wife's  de- 
cease, out  of  a  deed  of  trust.  In  case  my  said  granddaughter  die  be- 
fore my  wife,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  said  sum  of  £1000  after  my  wife's 
decease  to  my  youngest  daughter  Jane  Whistler.  I  also  give  and 
bequeath  to  the  children  of  my  eldest  son  John  Whistler  £900  of  lawful 
money  of  England,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them  after  my  wife's 
decease,  out  of  the  deed  of  trust  aforesaid.  I  also  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  grandson  Emanuel  Reeves  £500  of  lawful  money  of  England,  to 
be  paid  after  my  wife's  decease,  out  of  the  deed  aforesaid.  I  also  give 
and  bequeath  to  the  rest  of  the  children  of  my  daughter  Mary  Reeves 
except  Elizabeth,  to  whom  I  have  already  bequeathed  £1000,  £600  of 
lawful  money  of  England,  to  be  equally  divided  among  them  after  my 
wife's  decease,  out  of  the  aforesaid  deed  of  trust.  Also  if  my  grand- 
son Emanuel  should  happen  to  die  before  my  wife,  my  will  is  that  the 
£500  left  him  shall  after  my  wife's  decease  be  equally  shared  among  all 
the  children  of  my  daughter  Mary  Reeves  aforesaid  except  Elizabeth,  for 
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whom  I  have  already  provided :  those  children  to  be  brought  up  in  the 
Church  of  England  to  be  excluded  all  benefit  of  these  legacies." 

The  testator  then  gave  his  wife  all  his  goods  and  chattels;  and  all 
the  overplus  of  his  property  and  effects  he  gave  equally  to  be  divided 
between  his  son  Hugh  and  his  daughter  Jane  ;  and  made  Lady  Webster 
and  his  wife  executors  and  guardians. 

The  testator  died  in  17*»J  leaving  all  the  children  mentioned  in  his 
will  surviving.  They  were  the  only  children  living  at  the  execution  of 
the  indentures  of  1784.  John  Whistler,  jun.,  died  before  his  mother; 
who  died  in  1793. 

Jane  Whistler  married  John  Baxter;  and  they  with  Hugh  and  Web- 
ster Whistler,  brought  the  bill  charging,  that  the  appointment  was  bad. 
and  that  the  £3000  became  upon  the  death  of  Elizabeth  Whistler 
divisible  between  the  surviving  children  and  the  representatives  of 
John. 

The  appointment  to  the  grandchildren  being  clearly  bad.  the  only 
question  was,  Whether  the  children  must  elect  to  take  under  the 
settlement  or  the  will. 

Mr.  Graham  and  Mr.  Cox,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Campbell,  for  the  defendants. 

Masteb  of  tiik  Rolls.  [Sib  Richard  Peppeb  Arden.]  When 
this  cause  was  opened,  I  had  no  doubt :  but  d'11  v.  ShotoeU,  Audi.  7l)7, 
was  mentioned.  If  I  had  any  doubt,  I  should  be  glad  to  have  the 
great  authority  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  determine  the  doubtful 
opinion  I  might  entertain  :  but  in  a  case  in  which  I  have  no  doubt 
whatsoever,  it  is  my  duty  to  pronounce  my  opinion. 

The  question  is  very  short ;  whether  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Noys 
v.  Mordaunt  and  Streatfield  v.  Streatfield,  For.  176,  has  established 
this  broad  principle;  that  no  man  shall  claim  any  benefit  under  a  will 
without  conforming,  as  tar  as  he  is  able,  and  giving  effect,  to  every* 
thing  contained  in  it.  whereby  any  disposition  i-  made  Bhowing  an  in- 
tention, thai  Buch  a  thing  -hall  take  place;  wit  1 1  •  mt  reference  to  the 
circumstance,  whether  the  testator  bad  any  knowledge  of  the  extent  of 
his  power,  or  not.     Nothing  can  }»■  more  dangerous  than  to  speculate 

upon  what  he  would  have  done,  if  he  had  known  one  thing  or  another. 
!  DOUgfa  for  me  to  say,  he  had  such    intention  ;   and  I   will  not  spec 

Dlate  upon  what  he  would  have  intended  in  different  cases   put.      There 

is  an  error  in  Outt  v.  ShoweU,  if  it  was  determined  upon  the  point, 
which  according  to  both  the  books,  from  which  it  is  cited,  to 

have  been  argued,  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  court.     It  is  endeavor  d  to 
Bay,  the  parties  do  not  take  under  the  will:  they  did  not  in  any  one 
i  atfldd  v.  Streatfield  there  *  I  estate ;  the  devisor 

thought  he  had  given    him--e!f  the   complete    intcn-t   t-i  dispose  Ofs     DUt 

it  turned  out.  thai  lie  was  a  mere  trustee;  that  he  had  given  h 

no  estate  be  could  devise.     I'  might  be  -aid  there,  as  here,  if  be  had 

know  n  that,  he    would    not    ha\e    niadc    that    disposition.       I  Qm  ol 

to  say  CuU  v.  Sftot  •  founded  upon  the  argument  first 
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argued  :  but  there  is  another  point  in  that  case  very  material,  namely, 
the  length  Of  time.      It  was  impossible  then  to  tell,  of  what  the  personal 

estate  consisted;  and  no  person  can  be  put  to  eleet  without  a  clear 
knowledge  of  both  funds.  1  rather  imagine,  the  Lord  Chancellor  went 
with  the  counsel  in  both  arguments:  but  1  am  willing  to  believe,  the 
latter  was  the  ground:  and  that  is  sufficient  to  bear  him  out.  The 
argument  o\'  Mr.  Wooddeson  is  very  ingenious,  as  far  as  he  endeavors 
listinguish  that  ease  from  Streatfidd  v.  Streatfield  and  the  other 
cases  of  election.  The  circumstance  of  the  legal  estate  and  the  other 
cases,  he  puts,  of  tenant  in  tail  neglecting  to  surfer  a  recovery,  and  of 
copyhold  devised  without  surrender,  make  no  difference.  The  devisor 
had  the  power  if  he  had  used  the  proper  means.  Non  constat,  that 
General  Pulteney  would  have  made  that  disposition,  if  he  had  known 
his  situation.  The  distinction  between  Ilearle  v.  Greenbank  and  these 
cases  is,  that  where  a  testator  affects  to  give  real  estate  by  will,  it  can- 
not be  read,  nor  his  will  collected  from  it  either  in  courts  of  law  or 
equity,  unless  there  are  three  witnesses ;  otherwise  it  does  not  speak 
as  to  his  land  :  but  if  there  is  an  express  condition,  that  would  do  ;  as 
in  Boughton  v.  Boughton,  2  Ves.  Sen.  12.  In  Ilearle  v.  Greenbank 
capacity  both  in  the  instrument  and  in  the  person  giving  was  wanting. 
I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying,  I  cannot  distinguish  this  from  Streatfield 
v.  Streatfield  and  Lord  Darlington  v.  Pulteney  [3  Ves.  Jr.  384]. 
If  the  instrument  is  such  as  to  indicate  what  the  intention  was,  the 
only  question,  I  will  ask,  is,  did  he  intend  the  property  to  go  in  such 
a  manner?  I  will  not  ask,  whether  he  had  power  to  do  so  ;  and  whether 
he  would  have  done  it,  if  he  had  known,  he  could  not  without  a  con- 
dition imposed  upon  another  person.  Whether  he  thought  he  had  the 
right,  or  knowing  the  extent  of  his  authority  intended  by  an  arbitrary 
exertion  of  power  to  exceed  it,  no  person  taking  under  the  will  shall 
disappoint  it.  If  a  testator  disposes  of  the  estate  of  A.  to  whom  he 
gives  some  interest  by  his  will,  A.  shall  not  take  that,  unless  he  gives 
up  his  estate  to  that  amount. 

There  is  no  difficulty  of  arrangement.  No  one  claiming  a  legacy 
under  the  will  shall  have  any  part  of  this  fund  to  the  disappointment 
of  those,  to  whom  it  is  given  by  the  will.  If  they  will  have  this  fund, 
I  will  take  away  their  legacies ;  which  shall  go  in  compensation,  as  far 
as  they  will. 

Therefore  let  the  children  elect ;  and  reserve  further  directions. 


CHAP.  II.]  THELLUSSON  V.   "WOODFORD.  44; 


THELLUSSOX   v.   WOODFORD. 

ClIANCEKY.       1806. 
[Pa-ported  13  Vcs.  209.] 

The  will  of  Peter  Thellusson,  dated  the  2d  of  April,  1796,  devising 
all  his  estates,  manors,  &c.  at  Brodsworth,  and  other  places  in  the 
county  of  York,  and  all  the  messuages  or  tenements,  lands,  heredita- 
ments, or  premises,  for  the  purchase  whereof  he  had  entered  into  any 
contract  or  contracts  in  writing,  with  the  benefit  of  such  contract  and 
contracts  respectively,  and  all  other  his  real  estates,  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  to  the  use  of  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  the 
trusts  after  mentioned,  contained  the  following  clause  :  — 

11  In  case  1  shall  in  my  lifetime  enter  into  any  contracts  for  the  pur- 
chase of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  and  I  shall  happen  to 
die,  before  the  necessary  conveyances  thereof  are  executed,  I  order  and 
direct,  that  all  and  every  such  contract  or  contracts,  so  entered  into 
by  me  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  completed  and  carried  into  execution  l>y 
my  said  trustees  after  my  death,  and  that  the  purchase-moneys  for 
such  respective  estates  and  premises  shall  be  paid  by  them  by  witli 
and  out  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects,  and  that  the  deeds  and  con- 
veyances thereto  respectively  shall  be  made  to  them,  their  heirs  and 
assigns  ;  and  that  they  and  every  of  them  shall  stand,  remain,  and  be, 
seised  ami  possessed  of  all  and  singular  the  premises  so  to  be  conveyed 
upon  under  and  snhject  to  such  and  the  same  uses,  trusts,  limitations, 
provisoes,  and  conditions,  as  arc  in  and  by  tlii.s  my  will  created,  ex- 
pressed, and  declared,  of  and  concerning  the  estates  hereby  directed  to 
be  purchased  by  and  with  the  aforesaid  residuum  of  my  estate  and 
effects  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  mentioned." 

The  testator  within  a  month  before  his  death,  had  contracted  for  the 
purchase  of  real  estates  to  the  amounl  of  £30,000. 

The  bill,  fil'-d  by  the  trustees,  pra\<-d.  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  may 

tablished;     ami    that    it    may    he    declared,    whether    Peter    Isaac 
ThelluSSOn,  a-   heir-at-law   of  the   testator,  is   or  is  not  entitled  to  such 

parts  or  particulars  of  bis  real  estate,  as  were  conveyed  t<>  him  after 
making  his  will ;  and  also  lo  Buch  particulars  of  his  real  estates  as  were 
purchased,  contracted.  <>r  agreed  to  be  purchased,  bj  the  testator  after 
making  his  will ;  and  to  have  Buch  of  the  Baid  contracts  as  remained 
unperformed  at  his  decease  completed  for  the  benefit  of  his  said  heir- 
at-law,  and  to  have  the  purchase  money  paid  OUt  Of  the  personal  • 
of  the  testator:  and  particularly,  that  it  may  be  declared,  whether  the 
heir  is  entitled  to  BUCh  last-mentioned  real  e-tates.  and  also  1"  the 
legacies  and  bequests  in  the  will  ;  and.  if  not,  then  that  lie  ma\  he  put 
to  his  election. 
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The  decree,  dismissing  the  bill,  filed  by  the  widow  and  children  of 
the  testator,  as  far  as  it  sought  to  have  the  trusts  of  the  will  declared 
void,  and  establishing  the  will,  giving  directions  for  earning  the  trusts 
into  execution,  and  declaring  a  trust,  as  to  the  estates,  contracted  !<>r 

by  the  testator  after  the  date  of  his  will,  for  the  heir,  reserving  the 
question,  whether  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  personal  bequests,  hav- 
ing been  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  upon  appeal  the  question  of 
election  was  brought  forward  upon  the  petition  of  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Martin  and  Mr.  A.  Duller,  for  the  petition. 

I7n  Attorney- General  [8ir  Arthur  Piggott"],  for  the  trustees  and 
for  the  Crown. 

Mr.  Alexander,  for  the  grandchildren. 

The  Solicitor- General  [Sir  Samuel  Romilly],  Mr.  Perceval,  and 
Mr.  Bell,  for  the  heir-at-law. 

Dec.  IBth.  The  Lord  Chancellor  [Erskine].  The  prayer  of 
the  bill,  filed  by  the  heir-at-law,  with  reference  to  this  point,  is  in 
effect,  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  shall  be  applied  to  the 
completion  of  these  contracts,  directed  by  the  will  to  be  carried  into 
execution,  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir ;  and  that  he  in  opposition  to  the 
will  may  take  as  heir  those  estates,  so  contracted  for ;  and  the  trustees 
may  stand  seised,  to  his  use,  instead  of  the  uses  of  the  will.  I  give  the 
judgment,  which  I  find  myself  bound  to  give,  with  some  reluctance  ; 
considering  this  will  as  dictated  by  feelings,  not  altogether  consistent 
with  convenience.  But  this  appears  to  me  to  be  a  case  of  election. 
The  jurisdiction,  exercised  by  this  court,  compelling  election,  may  be 
thus  described.  A  person  shall  not  claim  an  interest  under  an  instru- 
ment without  giving  full  effect  to  that  instrument,  as  far  as  he  can.  If 
therefore  a  testator,  intending  to  dispose  of  his  property,  and  making 
all  his  arrangements  under  the  impression,  that  he  has  the  power  to 
dispose  of  all,  that  is  the  subject  of  his  will,  mixes  in  his  disposition 
property,  that  belongs  to  another  person,  or  propeity,  as  to  which 
another  person  has  a  right  to  defeat  his  disposition,  giving  to  that  per- 
son an  interest  by  his  will,  that  person  shall  not  be  permitted  to  defeat 
the  disposition,  where  it  is  in  his  power,  and  yet  take  under  the  will. 
The  reason  is  the  implied  condition,  that  he  shall  not  take  both  ;  and 
the  consequence  follows,  that  there  must  be  an  election  ;  for  though  the 
mistake  of  the  testator  cannot  affect  the  property  of  another  person,  yet 
that  person  shall  not  take  the  testator's  property  unless  in  the  manner 
intended  by  the  testator. 

This  is  the  proposition.  But  it  has  been  said,  that  when  a  testator 
by  his  will  attempts  to  give  that,  which  is  not  his  property,  but  which 
he  supposes  to  be  his,  forming  his  different  dispositions  upon  that  mis- 
take, non  constat,  what  he  would  have  done,  had  he  been  aware  of  the 
true  state  of  the  circumstances.  The  best  answer  to  that  was  given  by 
Lord  Alvanley  in  the  case  of  Whistler  v.  Webster,  that  no  man  shall 
claim  any  benefit  under  a  will  without  conforming,  as  far  as  he  is  able, 
and  giving  effect  to  everything  contained  in  it,  whereby  any  disposition 
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is  made,  showing  an  intention,  that  such  a  thing  shall  take  place; 
without  reference  to  the  circumstance,  whether  the  testator  had  any 
knowledge  of  the  extent  of  his  power,  or  not :  nothing  can  be  more 
dangerous  than  to  speculate  upon  what  he  would  have  done,  if  he  had 
known  one  thing  or  another :  it  is  enough  to  say,  he  had  such  in- 
tention ;  and  the  court  will  not  speculate  upon  what  he  would  have 
done  in  the  different  cases  put :  if  the  instrument  is  such  as  to  indicate, 
what  the  intention  was,  the  only  question  is,  did  he  intend  the  property 
to  go  in  such  a  manner :  not,  whether  he  had  power  to  do  so,  and 
would  have  done  it,  had  he  known,  he  could  not  without  a  condition 
imposed  upon  another  person  :  whether  he  thought  he  had  the  right, 
or,  knowing  the  extent  of  his  authority,  intended  by  an  arbitrary  exe- 
cution of  power  to  exceed  it,  no  person,  taking  under  the  will,  shall 
disappoint  it. 

In  every  case  of  election  there  must  be  an  intention  to  dispose  of 
that,  over  which  that  person  has  no  power  of  disposition.  That  is  the 
circumstance,  that  creates  election.  The  testator,  with  this  peculiar 
object,  the  application  of  his  personal  estate  to  the  acquisition  of  great 
landed  property,  was  not  aware  of  the  distinction  between  real  and  per- 
sonal estate  ;  and  therefore  conceived,  that  under  this  direction  of  his 
will  as  to  his  future  contracts  for  purchases,  his  trustees  would  be 
legally  seised  according  to  the  uses  of  his  will.  As  he  had  not  the 
power  to  make  that  disposition,  the  heir  takes  those  estates,  that  can- 
not pass  by  the  will :  but  the  testator,  not  being  aware  of  that,  gives 
considerable  interests  to  his  heir;  but  gives  those  interests  under  the 
conception,  that  the  whole  property  and  arrangement  were  subject  to 
his  control ;  and  upon  that  ground  the  principle  of  election  must 
prevail 

In  Noya  v.  Mordaunt,  2  Vera.  5S1,  the  testator  imagined,  he  had 
power  over  the  estate;  which  was  in  settlement:  and  the  Lord  Keeper 
put  the  decision  upon  the  implied  condition.  That  case  was  followed 
by  8treatfield  \.  Streatfield,  For.  176,  and  several  cases  down  to  Shed- 
don  v.  Goodrich,  8  Ves.  481.  The  difficulty  upon  a  plain,  simple 
principle  first  occurred  in  the  case  of  JI<<irl>  v.  Greenhmk,  1  Ves.  298  ; 
1  Atk.  695.  But  I  do  not  apprehend,  that  this  ease  will  be  embar- 
rassed by  thai   decision.     Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  the  act  of  the 

infanl  had  no  effect  ;  that  there  was  no  disposition  as  to  the  real  estate  | 

and  therefore  a  case  of  election  did  not  arise. 

This  is  the  case  Of  a  man.  having  a  clear  right  to  dispose  by  will 
both  of  his  real  and   personal  estate:  but  his  disposition  fails  as  to 

these   real    estates    by  his    ignorance    of  the    distinction,  that  a  will  of  a 

Biibsequent  date  was  necessary.    There  is  therefore,  as  in  the  ease  of 

//  ■■!■  v.  Qreenbank,  no  trill,  thai  can  touch  these  real  estates.  As 
to  the  case  of  a  devise,  with  two  witnesses  only,  the  intention  Is  as 

plain  a-  in  NbyS  v.  MorddWlt .'  why  then  should  not  the  court  say  in 
the  former  case,  tli.'  intention  is  dear;  but  cannot  as  to  the  real  estate 
have  legal  effect,  from  the  omission  of  a  third  witness,  by  mistake;  as 
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in  the  other  case  the  devisor  attempts  through  mistake  to  devise  an 
estate,  which  is  in  settlement,  or  belongs  to  another  person.  The 
opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke  I  take  to  be  this.  A  devise  of  real  estate 
is  considered  as  a  matter  of  so  much  solemnity  and  importance,  that 
the  law  will  not  accept  proof  of  the  act  without  the  evidence  of  three 
witnesses,  [f  not  so  proved,  it  is  nothing:  it  cannot  receive  notice. 
The  intention  cannot  be  represented;  for  it  cannot  be  presumed;  and 
there  is  no  evidence  ;  the  will,  not  being  executed  with  the  solemnity 
prescribed  by  the  law  as  to  real  estate,  cannot  be  read:  the  court  can- 
not see  any  devise  of  real  estate  :  and  therefore,  as  the  estate  does  not 
appear  to  be  devised  away  from  the  heir,  no  act  appearing  to  be  done, 
as  in  this  case  the  act  does  appear  to  be  done  by  Mr.  Thellusson,  the 
heir  cannot  in  that  case  be  put  to  election.  The  case  of  llearle  v. 
<•  bank  stands  upon  the  same  ground;  an  infant  under  the  Statute 
not  having  a  right  to  dispose  of  real  estate.  The  court  cannot  look  at 
the  will.  It  is  from  the  incapacity  of  the  person,  who  frames  it, 
considered  as  no  instrument. 

These  are  the  only  instances,  in  which  the  principle  has  been  limited. 
It  cannot  be  argued  that  it  does  not  reach  an  heir-at-law.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke would  not  put  the  case  of  an  heir-at-law  by  way  of  illustration,  if 
the  heir  could  not  under  any  circumstances  be  put  to  election.  The  prin- 
ciple of  election  is  plain  and  intelligible,  that,  if  a  person,  being  about  to 
dispose  of  his  own  property,  includes  in  his  disposition,  either  from 
mistake  or  not,  property  of  another,  an  implication  arises,  that  the 
benefit  under  that  will  shall  be  taken  upon  the  terms  of  giving  effect  to 
the  whole  disposition.  Mr.  Thellusson's  heir  takes  these  estates,  as  if 
his  father  had  not  made  a  will :  but  my  opinion  is,  that  he  cannot  also 
take  what  is  given  to  him  by  the  will.     He  must  therefore  elect.1 


GRETTON  v.  HAWARD. 

Chancery.     1818. 

[Reported  1  Swanst.  -JO J.] 

By  his  will  dated  the  18th  of  June,  1747,  Serle  Edward  Haward, 
being  seised  of  certain  estates  at  Charing  Cross  and  in  Saint  Martin's, 
subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fee,  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  his  wife  Ann  Haward  (s"he  first  paying  his  just  debts 
and  funeral  expenses),  and  after  her  decease,  to  the  heirs  of  her  body 

1  The  decree  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  "without  any  observations,"  sub 
nam.  Bendlesham  v.  Woodford,  1  Dow.  249,  254  (1813). 

■nrrhiiuiii  v.  Ireland,  1   Kuss.  k  M.  250  (1831)  ;  Hance  v.  Truwhitt, 
2  J.  &  H.  210  (1861). 
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share  and  share  alike,  if  more  than  one ;  and,  in  default  of  issue  to  be 
lawfully  begotten  by  the  testator,  to  be  at  her  own  disposal;  and  he 
appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix  and  residuary  legatee. 

The  testator  died  in  17G6,  leaving  Ann  Ilaward  his  widow,  and 
Edward  Ilaward,  Ann  Haward,  (afterwards  Ann  Gardner,)  Elizabeth, 
"William,  Francis,  and  James  Ilaward,  his  six  surviving  children  b\Tier, 
of  whom  Edward.  Francis,  and  James  died  intestate  and  without  issue, 
leaving  William  their  heir. 

Ann  Ilaward,  the  testator's  widow,  entered  into  possession  of  his 
estates,  and  being  advised  that  under  his  will  she  took  an  estate  tail, 
and  that,  the  remainder  in  fee  being  in  herself,  she  might,  by  levying  a 
fine,  acquire  the  power  of  disposing  of  the  estates  devised  to  her,  on 
the  8th  of  September,  1807,  executed  a  deed,  covenanting  to  levy  a 
fine,  (which  was  afterwards  levied.)  and  declaring,  that  it  should 
enure  to  such  uses  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint. 

By  her  will  dated  the  7th  of  August,  1809,  Ann  Haward  devised 
three  messuages,  (part  of  her  husband's  estates,)  as  to  one  inoietj-,  to 
her  grandson  George  Gardner  in  fee,  and  as  to  the  remaining  moiety, 
to  B.  Page.  W.  'Watson,  and  K.  L.  Appleyard,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
in  trust  to  sell  and  stand  possessed  of  the  purchase  money,  in  trust  for 
Jane  Ilaward,  the  widow  of  the  testatrix's  late  son  William  Ilaward, 
and  for  such  of  the  children  of  William  Ilaward  living  at  the  testatrix's 
decease,  as  "being  sons  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  being  daughters 
should  attain  that  age  or  be  married,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
Jane  Ilaward  and  such  children  ;  with  remainder,  in  case  of  all  dying 
before  their  shares  vested,  to  George  Gardner,  his  executors,  &c. ;  and 
the  residue  of  her  late  husband's  estates  she  devised  to  her  daughter 
Elizabeth  Ilaward  in  fee.  The  testatrix  then  devised  to  Page,  "Watson, 
and  Appleyard,  an  estate  at  Nine  Kims  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  to  which 
she  was  entitled  in  her  own  right,  upon  trust,  till  each  of  the  children 
Of  her  late  BOD  William  Ilaward,  living  at  her  decease,  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  die  under  that  age,  to  permit  Jane  Ilaward 
to  enjoy  it,  (if  she  should  so  long  continue  unmarried.)  to  the  intent 
that  the  produce  might  be  applied  by  her  towards  the  maintenance  of 
herself  and  the  child  or  children  of  William  ilaward.  and  upon  farther 
trust,  as  soon  as  each  of  the  children  of  William  Haward,  living  at  the 
testatrix's  decease,  Bhould  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  die 
under  that  age,  to  sell  the  premises  and  stand  possessed  of  the  purchase 
money  upon  such  trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  .lane  Ilaward  and  the  chil- 
dn  n  of  William  Ilaward,  as  before  expressed  concerning  the  money  to 
arise  from  the  sale  of  the  moiety  of  the  three  messuages  *l-\  ised  to  them  ; 
bat  in  case  no  child  of  William  Ilaward  should  live  to  attain  a  vested 
Interest,  upon  trust  for  Elizabeth  Haward,  her  executors*  &c.  The 
testatrix  devised  and  bequeathed  to  Elizabeth  Haward  the  residue  of 
her  real  and  personal  estate,  and  appointed  her  executrix. 

Ann  Haward  died  in  February,  1810,  leaving  William  Haward  the 
younger  her  grandson  and  heir,  (heir  also  of  his  father  the  late  W. 
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Haward,  and  oi'  his  grandfather  the  testator  Serle  Edward  Haward,) 
and  the  remaining  children  of  the  lateW.  Haward  and  George  Gardner, 
her  grandchildren,  and  Elizabeth  Haward  her  only  child. 

William  Haward,  who  died  shortly  before  his  mother  Ann  Haward, 
by  his  will,  dated  the  27th  of  December,  1808,  devised  all  his  real 
estates  to  Henry  Grettou  and  Isaac  Andrews  in  fee,  upon  trust  to  sell 
and  stand  possessed  of*  the  purchase  money,  and  also  of  his  personal 
estate  in  trust,  as  to  one-seventh,  lor  his  wife  Jane  Haward,  her  execu- 
tors,  &c,  and  as  to  the  remaining  six-sevenths,  for  all  his  children, 
living  at  his  decease  or  born  in  due  time  afterwards,  in  equal  shares, 
with  benefit  of  survivorship  between  them,  in  case  any  should  die  under 
tin  age  of  twenty-one  years,  with  remainder,  in  case  of  the  death  of  all 
such  children,  for  Jane  Haward,  her  executors,  &c.  He  appointed  his 
wife,  and  Gretton  and  Andrews,  executrix  and  executors,  and  declared 
that  the  provision  made  for  her,  was  intended  in  full  satisfaction  of  her 
dower  or  thirds. 

William  Haward  died  in  May,  1809,  leaving "W.  Haward  the  younger 
his  eldest  sou  and  heir,  and  Jane  Haward  his  widow,  and  five  younger 
children. 

In  1811,  the  trustees  named  in  the  will  of  W.  Haward,  and  his  widow 
and  younger  children,  instituted  the  present  suit  against  Elizabeth 
Haward  the  surviving  daughter  of  Serle  Edward  Haward,  George 
Gardner  one  of  his  grandsons,  William  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of 
William  Haward  deceased,  the  trustees  named  in  the  will  of  Ann 
Haward.  and  the  mortgagees;  insisting  that  under  the  will  of  Serle 
Edward  Haward,  his  widow  Ann  Haward  took  only  an  estate  for  life, 
and  that  William  Haward,  as  his  heir,  was  entitled  to  the  reversion  in 
the  devised  estates,  subject  to  the  life  interests  of  the  widow  and  of  the 
other  children,  or  if  the  children  took  estates  in  fee  simple,  then,  that 
W.  Haward  was  entitled  to  one-sixth  of  the  devised  estates  in  his  own 
right,  and  to  three-sixths  as  heir  of  the  three  children  of  Serle  Edward 
Haward  who  died  without  issue. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  will  of  William  Haward  might  be  established, 
and  the  trusts  carried  into  execution  ;  that  the  will  of  Serle  Edward 
Haward  might  be  established,  and  the  interests  taken  thereunder  by 
the  late  Ann  Haward  and  William  Haward  declared  ;  and  that  such 
part  of  the  premises  as  passed  to  William  Haward  under  the  will  of 
Serle  Edward  Haward,  or  as  his  heir,  or  as  the  heir  of  his  other  chil- 
dren deceased,  might  be  sold,  and  one-seventh  of  the  produce  paid  to 
Jane  Haward,  and  the  remaining  six-sevenths  to  the  trustees  named  in 
the  will  of  William  Haward,  in  trust  for  his  children. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  on  the  .Oth  of  July,  1813,  the  Master  of 
the  Rolls  directed  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  who  certified,  that  under  the  will  of  Serle  Edward 
Haward,  his  widow  Ann  Haward  took  an  estate  for  life  only  in  the 
devised  premises;  and  each  of  her  six  children  a  fee  simple  in  re- 
mainder expectant  upon  the   mother's  life   estate,   in  one  undivided 
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sixth  part  of  the  premises,  as  tenant  in  common  with  the  other  five 
children. 

By  the  decree  on  the  29th  of  July,  1816,  the  rights  of  the  parties 
were  declared  conformably  to  this  certificate  ;  and  it  was  further  de- 
clared, that  William  Haward,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  of  his 
death,  was  as  one  of  the  six  children,  of  Serle  Edward  Haward,  seised 
of  the  reversion  of  one-sixth  part  of  his  estates,  and  of  the  reversion  of 
three  other  sixth  parts  thereof,  as  the  only  surviving  brother  and  heir 
of  Edward,  Francis,  and  James  Haward  ;  that  Elizabeth  Haward  was, 
as  one  of  such  six  children,  seised  in  her  own  right  of  one  other  sixth 
part,  and  George  Gardner,  as  the  only  child  and  heir  of  Ann  Gardner 
(formerly  Ann  Haward),  deceased,  of  the  remaining  sixth  part ;  the 
decree  also  declared,  that  the  children  of  William  Haward  must  elect 
whether  they  would  take  under  or  against  the  will  of  Ann  Haward  ;  and 
James  Haward  and  Edward  Haward  being  infants,  it  was  referred  to 
the  master  to  inquire  whether  it  would  be  for  their  benefit  to  take  under 
or  against  the  will. 

Under  this  decree,  the  adult  children  of  William  Haward,  having 
elected  to  take  against  the  will  of  Ann  Haward,  and  the  master  having 
reported  that  the  like  election  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant;  a 
petition  was  presented  by  Elizabeth  Haward,  stating,  in  addition  to  the 
preceding  facts,  that  the  estates  of  Serle  Edward  Haward,  were  let  at 
rents  forming  a  total  of  £870  per  annum,  of  which  the  portion  devised 
by  Ann  Haward  to  the  petitioner,  amounted  to  £600,  the  remainder 
being  by  her  devised  in  moieties,  (of  £135  each,)  one  to  George 
Gardner,  the  other,  for  the  benefit  of  Jane  Haward  and  her  children  by 
William  Haward,  to  whom  the  testatrix  had  also  devised  her  own  estate 
at  Nine  Elms,  of  the  annual  value  of  £115,  and  who  therefore,  under 
her  disposition,  would  take  to  the  amount  of  £250  only;  that  by  the 
decree,  the  petitioner  and  George  Gardner,  take  each,  one-sixth  of 
Sole  Edward  Haward's  estates,  amounting  to  £115  per  annum,  and 
.Ian.-  Haward  and  her  children  take  the  remaining  four-sixth  parts, 
amounting  to  £580  per  annum,  by  which  distribution,  Gardner  derives 
a  benefit  of  C10  per  annum,  and  .lane  Haward  and  her  children,  (inde- 
pendently  of  the  Nine  Kims  estate  intended  for  them,)  of  £445  per 

a m,  while  the  petitionei  Bustaina  a  loss  of  £455  per  annum.    The 

petition  prayed,  that  the  petitionei'  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the 
estate  at  Nine  Elms,  devised  by  Ann  Haward,  for  the  benefit  of  Jane 
Haward  and  her  children,  by  way  of  compensation,  as  far  as  it  would 
extend,  for  the  lose  sustained  by  the  petitioner  of  the  estates  devised  to 
her  by  Ann  Haward,  which  .lane  Haward  and  ber children  have  elected 

lo  take  against  the  will  of  Ann  Haward  ;  and  that  in  taking  the  accounts 

directed  by  the  decree,  of  the  rents  of  Serle  Edward  Haward's  estates, 
the  master  might  allow  to  the  petitionei  a  proper  sum,  m  compensation 
for  the  rent  of  the  estate  at  Nine  Elms,  from  the  death  of  Ann  Haward, 

till    the    petitionei    should    be    let   into  possession,  to    be    paid    from    the 
share  of  Serle   Edward   Haward's  estates,  to  which  Jane  Haward  and 
her  children  should  be  found  entitled. 
VOL.    vi.— 29 
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The  petition  having,  on  the  last  petition  day,  been  ordered  to  stand 
over  for  argument,  was  this  day  argued. 
Mr.  //■/■!/•  and  Mr.  Shadwell,  for  the  petition. 

Mr.  \\'r<u/,  for  William  Ilaward,  the  heir  of  his  father,  of  Ann 
Haward,  and  ofSerle  Edward  Ilaward. 

Mr.  ('.   Wilson,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  [Sin  Thomas  Plumkr.]  The  object  in 
directing  this  petition  to  stand  over  for  argument  was  to  disenss,  not 
the  general  doctrine  of  election,  but  the  peculiarities  of  the  case,  and 
the  question,  ®n  which  few  authorities  occur,  what  disposition  is  to  be 
made  of  the  estate  relinquished  by  a  party  who  elects  to  take  against 
the  will?  The  principle  of  election  is  clear,  not  merely  as  an  abstract 
theory,  hut  as  pursued  to  practical  consequences.  When  a  party  elects 
t<>  abide  by  the  will,  the  practical  consequence  is,  that  he  must  relin- 
quish  his  own  estate,  of  which  the  will  purports  to  dispose  ;  and  the 
court  has  in  some  instances  directed  him  to  execute  a  conveyance,  in 
conformity  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  not  leaving  the  estate  to 
pass  by  the  will,  which  would  give  to  the  devisee  only  an  imperfect 
title.  The  doctrine  is  so  stated  by  Lord  Commissioner  Eyre,  in 
fihd-e  v.  Bimbury,  1  Ves.  jun.  523,  (concurring  with  many  other 
cases,)  and  there  the  plaintiff,  electing  to  claim  "under  the  will,  was 
decreed  to  convey  the  rent  charge  to  the  uses  of  the  will."  (Id.  527.) 
The  court  imposes  an  implied  condition,  that  if  the  party  accepts  the 
estate,  which  the  testator  had  power  to  give,  he  shall  convey  his  own, 
over  which  the  testator  had  no  power,  to  the  individual  to  whom  it  is 
actually,  but  ineffectually,  devised.  If  he  refuses  to  abide  by  that  con- 
dition, and  preferring  his  own,  rejects  the  estate  offered  to  him  on  the 
terms  under  which,  if  at  all,  he  must  take  it,  renouncing  the  will,  it  is 
a  practical  consequence  that  he  is  not  permitted  to  retain,  but  must 
relinquish,  the  benefits  which  it  purports  to  confer  on  him.  So  far  is 
clear ;  not  as  an  abstract  proposition,  but  as  a  practical  contrivance. 
In  most  instances,  the  party  has  elected  to  abide  by  the  will,  and  then 
no  difficulty  occurs.  This  case  presents  further  peculiarities,  in  addition 
to  the  circumstance  of  election  to  take  against  the  will.  If,  however,  a 
clear  rule  is  established,  no  theoretical  objection  can  be  suffered  to  in- 
terfere with  it ;  if  no  rule  exists,  the  court  must  on  principle  consider 
what  is  to  be  done  in  a  new  case.  Being  reluctant  to  innovate,  more 
especially  in  a  question  of  real  property,  I  was  desirous  to  ascertain 
whether  it  had  not  been  settled  by  decision,  that,  in  the  event  of  election 
to  reject  the  will,  the  estate  relinquished  by  that  election,  shall  be 
taken  from  the  heir-at-law,  and  given  to  the  disappointed  devisee. 

Nbys  v.  Mor daunt,  determined  in  170G,  is  said  to  be  the  first  case 
on  the  subject  of  election  ;  and  a  great  authority,  Chief  Baron  Eyre  (4 
Bro.  C.  C.  24;  1  Ves.  jun.  523)  has  described  this  practice  of  putting 
ees  to  election,  however  reasonable,  as  a  strong  operation  of  a 
court  of  equity.  I  cannot  say  that  I  am  at  all  satisfied  that  the  mere 
circumstance  of  peculiarity  in  this  case,  that  the  heir-at-law  is  one  of 
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the  individuals  who  have  made  election,  ought  to  distinguish  it.  Though 
a  party  must  be  taken  to  have  elected,  still  if  a  new  right  arises,  not 
adverted  to  at  the  time,,  as  no  one  is  ever  compelled  to  elect  till  the 
whole  subject  matter  has  been  ascertained,  and  he  knows  all  his  rights 
on  each  side,  the  court  would,  according  to  its  habit,  indulge  him  with 
farther  opportunity  to  be  informed  of  his  interests.  It  is  to  be  con- 
sidered also,  that  the  heir  is  bound  to  elect,  and  has  made  election,  not 
in  the  character  of  heir,  but  between  two  instruments  in  neither  of 
which  is  that  character  concerned  ;  he  is  required  to  declare  whether  he 
will  abide  by  the  will  of  Serle  Edward,  or  by  the  will  of  Ann  ;  of  these 
he  prefers  the  former,  but  that  choice  has  no  connection  with  his  claim 
as  heir.  When  the  heir  asserts  his  paramount  title,  no  court  is  author- 
ized "  priori  to  impose  any  condition  on  him.  Insisting  on  his  right 
before  the  will  was  made,  and  declining  to  accept  any  benefit  under  it, 
what  authority  has  this  court  to  annex  a  qualification?  To  deprive  him 
of  a  title  prior  to  any  will?  I  think,  therefore,  that  neither  of  these 
points  is  conclusive  ;  but  the  fair  way  of  considering  the  question,  and 
the  true  test,  is  this  ;  supposing  the  heir  not  interested  in  either  instru- 
ment, nor  having  made  any  election,  to  advance  a  claim  to  this  hcere- 
ditas  jacem,  alleging  that  the  estate,  not  being  accepted  by  the  person 
for  whom  the  testator  destined  it,  is  in  effect  given  to  no  one,  and 
therefore  (as  a  devise  lapsed  by  the  death  of  the  devisee  in  the  life  of  the 
testator)  devolves  to  him  in  his  character  of  heir ;  supposing  him  thus 
neither  affected  by  any  antecedent  acts,  nor  interested  in  the  property 
under  an  instrument  varied  by  the  wills  of  his  father  or  grandmother, 
how  would  the  court  deal  with  his  claim?  On  general  principles,  it 
might  be  said,  that  the  estate  not  being  in  the  event  effectually  given, 
the  devisee  (who  cannot  be  permitted  to  enjoy  a  double  benefit,  both 
the  property  devised  to  him,  and  property  the  title  to  which  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  will),  must  indeed  relinquish  it,  but  that  what  is  then 
to  be  done  with  it,  is  a  quite  different  question.  The  doubt  is,  does  it 
pass  to  the  heir,  as.  in  the  actual  event,  undisposed  of,  the  will  being 
frustrated  :  or  come  into  the  hands  of  the  court,  under  an  authority  to 
apply  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  who  has  been  disappointed?  If 
that  authority  has  been  constantly  exercised,  however  disputable  in  its 
nature,  it  cannot  now  be  impeached. 

Few  cases  ■■ii-e  to  be  found  on  the  subject,  but  it  must  be  acknowl- 
edged that  the  language  of  the  great  judges  by  whom  it  has  been  dis- 
cussed, proceeds  to  the  extent  of  ascribing  to  the  court  an  equity  to  lay 

hold  on  the  estate  thus  taken  from  the  devi-ee  by  tin-  principle  of  elec- 
tion, and  dispose  of  it  in  favor  of  those  whom  lie  lias  disappointed  ;  not 
merely  taking  it  from  one,  but,  such  is  the  uniform  doctrine  bestowing 

it  on  the  other.  A  doctrine  not  confined  to  instances  in  which  the  heir 
i-.  put  to  election,  and  which  may  lie  said  t<>  bring  him  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  general  principle,  but  prevailing  as  an  universal  rule  of  equity, 
by  which  the  court  interferes  to  supply  the  defect  arising  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  a  double  devise,  and  the  election  of  the  party  to  renounce 
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t  in-  estate  effectually  devised;  and  Instead  of  permitting  that  estate  to 
fall  into  the  channel  of  descent,  or  to  devolve  in  any  other  way,  lays 
hold  of  it,  to  use  the  expression  of  the  authorities,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  satisfaction  to  the  disappointed  devisee:  a  very  singular  office ; 
for  in  ordinary  cases,  when'  a  legatee  or  devisee  is  disappointed,  the 
court  cannot  give  relief;  hut  here  it  interposes  to  assist  the  party 
whose  claim  is  frustrated  by  election.  Such  is  the  language  of  Lord 
Chief  Justice  de  Grey,  cited  with  approbation  l>y  Lord  Loughborough; 
"the  equity  of  this  court  is  to  sequester  the  devised  estate  quousque 
till  satisfaction  is  made  to  the  disappointed  devisee."  J.<i</>/  ('avan  v. 
Pulteney,  •_'  Ves.  jun.  ;~>00.  I  conceive  it  to  be  the  universal  doctrine 
that  the  court  possesses  power  to  sequester  the  estate  till  satisfaction 
has  been  made,  not  permitting  it  to  devolve  in  the  customary  course  ; 
out  of  that  sequestered  estate  so  much  is  taken  as  is  requisite  to  indem- 
nity the  disappointed  devisee  ;  if  insufficient,  it  is  left  in  his  hands.  In 
the  ease  to  which  I  have  referred,  Lord  Loughborough  uses  the  expres- 
sion, that  the  court  "  lays  hold  of  what  is  devised,  and  makes  compen- 
sation out  of  that  to  the  disappointed  party." 

A  distinction  has  been  attempted  between  real  and  personal  property  : 
I  cannot  see  a  principle  on  which  the  court  could  think  itself  at  liberty 
to  sequester  and  distribute  personalty,  in  the  event  not  given  to  the 
individual  intended,  that  would  not  apply  equally  to  realty;  the  object 
being  to  direct  the  devolution  of  the  property  in  a  course  prescribed  by 
equity.  Undoubtedly  in  the  instance  of  personalty,  satisfaction  has 
been  repeatedly  given.  In  a  case  not  reported  (the  name  of  one  of  the 
parties  I  recollect  was  Brodie)  the  property  being  divided  into  eleven 
parts,  the  court  followed  it,  for  the  purpose  of  satisfaction  ;  and  in 
several  cases,  anticipating  either  contingency,  the  decree  has  provided 
for  the  event  of  election  to  take  against  the  will,  by  a  direction  for 
making  compensation  out  of  the  estate.  It  would  be  too  much  now  to 
dispute  this  principle,  established  more  than  a  century,  merely  on  the 
ground  of  difficulty  in  reducing  it  to  practice,  and  disposing  of  the 
estate  taken  from  the  heir-at-law  without  any  will  to  guide  it;  for  to 
this  purpose  there  is  no  will;  the  will  destined  to  the  devisee,  not  this 
estate  but  another:  he  takes  by  the  act  of  the  court;  (an  act  truly 
described  as  a  strong  operation  ;)  not  by  descent,  not  by  devise,  but  by 
;  a  creature  of  equity. 

if  this  doctrine  were  now  advanced  for  the  first  time,  some  objections 
might  seem  to  occur  to  it.  The  disappointment  of  the  devisee  not 
arising  from  any  wrong  done  to  him,  or  any  right  withheld  from  him, 
but  resting  in  the  loss  of  a  gift,  from  a  want  of  title  in  the  testator  to 
-'■  of  what  is  given,  how  does  it  afford  any  claim  to  compensation 
in  a  court  of  justice?  The  testator  might  have  anticipated  and  provided 
for  this  event,  and  have,  in  such  case,  substituted  one  estate  for  the 
other;  and,  perhaps,  if  he  were  now  living,  this  is  what  he  might  wish 
to  do  :  but  not  having  expressed  any  such  intention  in  his  will,  how  can 
ut  supply  the  omission,  and  make  a  new  will  for  him,  giving  one 
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estate  not  devised,  in  lieu  of  the  estate  which  was?  In  what  way  too 
is  this  to  be  effectuated,  so  as  to  invest  this  disappointed  devisee  with  a 
clear  and  indefeasible  title  in  the  estate  thus  given  him  by  the  court? 
Did  the  estate  pass  under  the  devise  or  did  it  not?  If  in  consequence 
of  the  election  and  the  noncompliance  with  the  implied  condition,  the 
devisee  is  precluded  from  taking  the  estate,  and  no  other  disposition  of 
it  is  made  by  the  will,  must  it  not  devolve  on  the  heir-at-law  as  being 
in  event  undisposed  of;  and  if  so,  what  equity  is  there  against  tin' 
heir,  supposing  him  no  party  to  the  election,  to  restrain  him  from 
recovering  in  ejectment ;  or  if  not  restrained,  how  is  any  defence  to  lie 
made  against  his  claim  under  the  devise,  which  the  devisee  is  precluded, 
by  his  election,  from  availing  himself  of,  as  well  in  law,  according  to 
Lord  Redesdale,  as  in  equity?  How  too  is  the  devisee  ever  to  obtain 
the  legal  estate,  or  to  perfect  his  title  without  a  conveyance  from  the 
heir-at-law?  And  if  there  be  no  equity  against  him,  how  is  a  court  of 
equity  to  compel  him  to  part  with  his  inheritance,  favored  as  that  title 
in  general  is  both  in  law  and  equit}-? 

If  the  other  alternative  is  taken,  the  only  way  of  avoiding  the  apparent 
contradiction  of  considering  the  estate  to  pass  by  the  will  for  one  pur- 
pose, and  not  to  pass  for  another,  is  to  separate  the  legal  estate  from 
the  beneficial,  and  to  allot  the  former  only  to  the  devisee,  and  reserve 
the  latter  for  the  disposition  of  the  court ;  but  where  is  the  ground  for 
that  separation  ;  the  will,  if  it  is  to  operate  at  all,  having  given  both  the 
legal  and  the  equitable  interest  to  the  same  person,  and  laid  no  ground 
in  the  intent  of  the  devisor  for  any  distinction  in  their  destination? 

The  devisee's  election  to  abide  by  his  own  estate  may  properly  oper- 
ate to  preclude  his  taking  the  devised  estate  ;  but  how  can  it  make  him 
take  in  a  different  character,  and  convert  him  into  a  trustee  for  another, 
to  whom  the  testator  lias  not  expressed  any  intention  to  give  it?  The 
disappointed  devisee  in  respect  to  the  estate  devised  to  another  has  no 
title  whatever  to  that  estate,  either  under  or  dehors  the  will ;  What 
equity  then  has  he  to  it? 

These  are  some  of  the  difficulties  which  might  have  been  urged  by 
way  of  objection  to  this  pint  of  the  doctrine  of  election,  had  it  been  now 
open  t<>  discussion  ;  in  the  present  case,  however,  some  of  these  diffi- 
culties an-  obviated,  and  the  doctrine  in  its  full  extent  has  been  too 
long  considered  as  settled  to  make  it  safe  to  disturb  it. 

The  question  then  is,  will  the  circumstances  in  which  Elizabeth 
I  Inward  i-  placed,  prevent  the  application  of  this  doctrine?  Taking  a 
benefit,  by  the  election,  not  of  herself  but  of  another,  her  situation  is 
certainly  in  some  degree  peculiar,  ruder  the  election  of  the  widow  and 
children  of  William  Haward  to  abide  by  the  will  of  his  father  Serle 
Edward  Haward,  the  estates  of  the  latter  becoming  divisible,  the  peti- 
tioner takes  one-sixth  ;    the  question  i^.  whether  having   by  the  election 

of  other  parties,  acquired  a  righl  not  intended  for  her  by  her  mother, 
she  can  now  insist  on  satisfaction  for  the  disappointment  of  the  devise 
contained  in  her  mother's  will,   while  she  enjoys  a  benefit  which  has 
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ronio  to  her  against  that  will?  That  question  is  certainly  new;  no 
case  has  occurred  in  which  an  individual  in  pari  satisfied,  deriving  from 

one  Bource  a  partial,  has  been  declared  entitled  to  additional,  compensa- 
tion. It  has  been  ingeniously  argued,  that  as  the  doctrine  of  bringing 
into  hotchpot  antecedent  portions,  is  not  applicable  to  a  case  of  partial 
intestacy,  the  doctrine  of  compensation  cannot  be  applied  to  partial  dis- 
appointment ;  bill  that  analogy  will  not,  in  my  opinion,  justify  a  depar- 
ture from  the  ordinary  rule.  If  the  petitioner  is  the  only  individual 
disappointed,  being  deprived  of  an  estate  of  £G00  a  year  destined  to 
her,  and  taking  an  estate  of  £145  a  year  only,  and  if  the  estate  at  Nine 
Kims  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the  court,  has  not  the  established  practice 
determined  that  it  is  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  her  as  a  disap- 
pointed devisee?  To  the  extent  of  the  difference  between  £145  and 
£600,  she  sustains  that  character.  Difficulties  in  the  calculation  of 
quantity  may  be  removed  by  a  reference  to  the  master;  plus  or  minus 
cannot  vary  the  rule;  here  is  disappointment;  and  I  think  that  the 
circumstances  of  novelty  cannot  so  intrench  on  the  entirety  of  the  prin- 
ciple, as  to  authorize  me  in  refusing  compensation. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  on  what  terms  must  compensation 
bo  made?  From  what  time  is  the  estate  at  Nine  Elms  to  be  given  up 
to  the  petitioner?  The  election  is  retrospective  ;  reverting  to  the  time 
of  the  will,  the  parties  electing  reject  all  that  comes  under  it ;  conse- 
quently they  have  in  the  interval  enjoyed  the  property  of  another ;  to 
retain  the  past  rents  and  profits  which  they  have  received  with  no  other 
title  than  that  conferred  by  the  will,  would  be  to  claim  under  it ;  re- 
nouncing the  will,  they  admit  that  they  have  been  in  possession  of  an 
estate  without  title.  There  must  be  a  retrospective  account  of  rents 
and  profits,  and  an  account  of  sums  expended  for  melioration  of  the 
estate,  which  must  be  reimbursed. 

His  Honor  doth  order  that  the  said  master's  said  report,  bearing  date 
the  20th  da}-  of  Ma}',  1818,  be  confirmed,  and  his  Honor  doth  declare 
that  the  petitioner  Elizabeth  Haward  is  entitled  to  the  estate  of  the 
testatrix  Ann  Haward,  widow,  in  the  pleadings  named,  situate  at  Nine 
Elms,  &c,  in  and  by  her  will  devised  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiff, Jane  Haward,  widow,  and  her  children,  as  and  by  way  of  compen- 
sation to  the  said  Elizabeth  Haward,  as  far  as  the  same  will  extend, 
for  the  loss  sustained  by  her  of  the  estates  and  benefits  devised  to  and 
intended  for  her,  in  and  by  the  will  of  her  mother  the  said  Ann  Haward, 
widow,  which  the  said  Jane  Haward  and  her  children  have  elected  to 
take  (under  the  decision  of  this  court)  against  the  said  will ;  and  it  is 
ordered  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Haward  be  forthwith  let  into  possession 
of  the  said  estate  at  Nine  Elms  aforesaid,  and  into  the  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  accordingly  ;  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  said 
r,  in  taking  the  accounts  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  testator 
Serle  Edward  IJawaid's  estates,  which  are  directed  by  the  decree  made 
in  this  cause,  fix  and  allow  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Haward,  as  between 
her  and  the  said  plaintiff,  Jane  Haward  and  her  children,  such  sura  as 
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the  said  master  shall  think  proper,  by  way  of  compensation,  in  the 
nature  of  occupation  rent  for  the  said  estate  at  Nine  Elms,  from  the 
death  of  the  said  testatrix,  Ann  Haward,  widow,  until  the  said  Elizabeth 
Haward  shall  be  so  let  into  the  possession  thereof  as  hereinbefore  di- 
rected ;  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  master  do  take  an  account  of  all 
sums  of  inoney  which  he  shall  find  to  have  been  laid  out  and  expended 
by  the  said  plaintiff  and  her  children,  in  repairs  and  improvements  of 
the  said  estate  and  premises  situate  at  Nine  Elms  aforesaid,  since  the 
decease  of  the  said  Ann  Haward,  during  the  time  they  have  been  in 
possession  thereof,  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  master  do  deduct  the 
same  from  what  he  shall  certify  to  be  due  from  the  said  plaintiffs  by 
way  of  such  occupation  rent  as  aforesaid ;  and  it  is  ordered  that  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendant,  William  Haward,  do  pay  unto  the  said 
Elizabeth  Haward  what  the  said  master  shall  so  certify  to  be  due  to  her 
in  respect  of  such  occupation  rent  as  aforesaid,  after  such  deduction  as 
aforesaid*1 

1  See  the  reporter's  notes  to  this  case,  and  also  to  Dillon  v.  Parker,  1  Swanst.  359 
(1818).  See  also  In  re  Hancock,  [1905]  1  Ch.  16;  Colvert  v.  Wood,  93  Tenn.  454 
(1894). 
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CARVER   v.  BOWLES, 
Chancery.     1881. 

[Reported  -2  Russ.  <fe  M.  301. '] 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  lGth  of  January,  1799,  which  was  exe- 
cuted  in  contemplation  of  the  marriage  of  the  testator  II.  C.  Bowles 
and  Ann  Garnault,  a  sum  of  £7,150  Bank  Stock,  which  had  belonged 
to  Mr.  Bowles,  was  settled  upon  the  husband  and  wife  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them  for  life  ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  upon  trust 
to  transfer  the  Bank  Stoek  unto,  between,  and  amongst  all  and  every 
the  child  and  children,  or  such  one  or  more  child  or  children,  or  an 
only  child  of  the  said  marriage,  at  such  time  or  times,  in  such  shares, 
proportions,  manner  and  form,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such 
]  lowers,  provisoes,  conditions,  restrictions,  and  limitations  over  (such 
limitations  over  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  some  one  or  more  of  such  chil- 
dren, or  his,  her,  or  their  issue),  as  the  said  H.  C.  Bowles  and  Ann 
Garnault  should,  in  manner  therein  mentioned  jointly  appoint ;  and 
for  want  of  such  joint  appointment,  as  the  survivor  of  them  should, 
after  the  death  of  the  other,  b}-  deed,  or  by  his  or  her  will,  or  any  codi- 
cil thereto,  direct  or  appoint ;  and  in  case  of  no  such  direction  or  ap- 
pointment by  them,  or  by  the  survivor  of  them,  and  as  to  so  much 
whereof  no  such  direction  or  appointment  should  be  made,  upon  trust 
for  all  the  children  in  equal  shares,  and  if  but  one,  then  to  such  only 
child,  and  to  be  paid  and  transferred  at  the  times  therein  mentioned. 

The  marriage  took  place  ;  there  were  five  children  of  the  marriage, 
two  sons,  and  three  daughters :  and  the  wife  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  husband  without  having  joined  in  any  appointment  of  the  Bank 
Stock. 

In  June  1799,  there  was  paid  in  respect  of  the£7,150  Bank  Stock,  a 
bonus  of  £715  Five  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  which  sum  was  transferred 
into  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement ;  and  in  the  following 
December,  a  memorandum,  signed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  was  in- 
dorsed on  the  settlement,  by  which  it  was  declared  that  the  £715  Five 
per  Cent.  Stock  was  to  be  subject  to  the  trusts  which  the  indenture 
declared  concerning  the  Bank  Stock.  In  the  jear  1802,  a  bonus  in 
money  was  paid,  which  Mr.  Bowles  invested  in  the  purchase  of  Bank 
Stock  in  the  names  of  the  trustees;  and  in  June  1816,  an  addition  of 
25  per  cent,  was  made  to  the  stock  by  way  of  bonus.  By  these  means, 
the  Bank  stock  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  was  augumented  to  £9,216. 

The  will  of  II.  C.  Bowles,  dated  the  18th  of  April  1827,  after  recit- 
ing that,  by  his  marriage  settlement- and   the   indorsement  upon  it, 
£7.150  Bank  Stock,  and  £715  Five  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  being  an 
addition  made  to  the  Bank  Stock  in  the  nature  of  profit,  were  standing 
1  Part  of  the  case  is  omittc-d. 
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iu  the  names  of  trustees  in  trust,  after  bis  decease,  for  all  or  any  one  or 
more  of  his  children,  and  in  such  manner,  &c,  as  he  should  by  will  ap- 
point, proceeded  iu  the  following  words,  —  '*  Xow,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  power  or  authority  to  me  given  or  reserved  in  and  by  my  said  mar- 
riage settlement,  and  by  force  and  virtue  thereof,  and  of  every  power  or 
authority  to  me  given  or  reserved,  or  enabling  me  in  this  behalf,  I  do, 
by  this  my  last  will,  &c,  direct  and  appoint,  give  and  bequeath  the  said 
sum  of  £7,150  Bank  Stock,  so  mentioned  in  my  said  marriage  settlement, 
and  also  the  said  sum  of  £715  Five  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities,  together 
with  all  such  further  additions  iu  the  nature  of  profit  to  be  made  to  the 
Bank  Stock  in  my  lifetime,  unto  my  five  children,  Henry  Carriugton 
Bowles,  Ann  Sarah  Treacher,  Jane  Mary  Reeves,  Francisca  Bowles, 
and  John  Bowles,  equally  to  be  divided  among  them,  share  and  share 
alike.  But  I  do  hereby  will  and  declare,  that  one-fifth  part  or  share, 
so  appointed  and  bequeathed  to  each  of  my  said  three  daughters,  of 
and  in  the  said  £7,150  Bank  Stock,  and  £715  Five  per  Cent.  Bank  An- 
nuities, is  so  appointed  and  bequeathed,  and  I  do  hereby,  so  far  as  I 
lawfully  or  equitably  may  or  can,  order  and  appoint,  that  the  same  shall 
be  held  and  applied  by  my  executors  and  trustees  hereinafter  named, 
upon  and  for  the  same  trusts,  intents  and  purposes,  for  the  benefit  of 
each  of  my  said  daughters  and  their  issue,  as  are  hereinafter  expressed 
and  directed  of  and  concerning  the  one-fifth  part  or  share  hereinafter 
bequeathed  in  favor  of  each  such  daughter  and  her  issue,  of  and  in  my 
residuary  personal  estate."  These  trusts  were  the  trusts  stated  in  the 
former  part  of  this  report.1  The  will  also  contained  a  proviso  "  that  no 
child,  taking  a  share  under  any  such  appointment  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
entitled  to  any  further  or  other  share  of  and  in  the  remaining  or  unap- 
plied part  or  parts  of  the  said  one-fifth  part,  unless  and  until  he  or  she 
have  brought  his  or  her  appointed  share  into  hotchpot,  and  shall  have 
accounted  for  the  same  accordingly." 

At  the  (lute  of  the  will,  the  £715  Five  per  Cents  had  been  converted 
into  a  larger  amount  of  Three  per  Cent.  Stock. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  following  questions  were  raised. 

I.  Whether  the  appointment  extended  to  the  bonuses  of  1802  and 
181G,  or  was  confined  to  the  original  sum  of  £7,150  Bank  Stock,  and 
the  stock  into  which  the  £715  Five  per  Cent.  Bank  Annuities  were 
converted. 

Mr.  Tinney  and  Mr.  Teed  argued  that,  bj  the  express  words  of  the 
will,  the  appointment  was   limited  to  the  original  amount  of  stock  and 

the  Brat  bonus,  and  to  such  additions  by  way  of  bonus  as  mighl  be  made 

after  the  date  of  the  will  ;  and  that  there  were  no  words  which  could  he 
fairly  extended  to  the  intermediate  bonuses, 

'I'm  Master  "i  thi  Rolls  [Sra  John  Leach]  was  of  opinion  that 
the  erroneous  allusion  in  the  will  to  the  £715  as  an  existing  Five  per 

Cent.  Stock,  though  it.  had  lien  long  converted  into  a  different  amount 

of  a  differenl  stock.  Bhowed  that  the  testator  was  not  acquainted  with 

the  particulars  of  which  the  accumulated  fund  consisted,  and  that  his 

1  They  were,  shortly,  to  the  daughter*  for  life  without  power  of  anticipation,  and 
on  their  death  to  their  issue.  —  Ki>. 
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intention  was  to  appoint  the  whole  of  that  fund  which  was  vested  in 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

II.  As  the  appointment  was  bad  so  far  as  it  attempted  to  create 
trusts  in  favor  of  the  children  of  the  daughters,  the  grandchildren  of 

the  testator  not  being  within  the  objects  of  the  power,  a  second  ques- 
tion was.  whether  the  shares  were  well  appointed  to  the  daughters 
absolutely,  or  whether  alter  the  life  estates  given  to  the  daughters, 
these  shares  were  to  be  considered  as  unappointcd. 

If  the  shares  were  well  appointed  to  the  daughters  absolutely,  an- 
other question  was,  whether  the  restriction  against  anticipation  or 
alienation  and  the  limitations  to  the  separate  use  of  the  daughters 
during  their  lives  were  valid,  having  regard  to  the  terms  of  the  power 
contained  in  the  settlement. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  words  of  appointment  were 
sufficient  to  vest  the  shares  absolutely  in  the  daughters ;  that  the  at 
tempt  to  restrict  their  interest  by  limitations  to  their  issue,  being  inoper- 
ative, did  not  cut  down  the  absolute  appointment;  but  that  it  was 
competent  to  the  donee  of  the  power  to  limit  the  interests,  which  he 
appointed  to  his  daughters,  to  their  separate  use  and  to  restrain  them 
from  anticipation  or  alienation. 

III.  It  was  then  contended  on  behalf  of  the  issue  of  the  daughters, 
that,  as  the  testator  had  manifested  a  plain  intention  that  the  children 
of  the  daughters  should  take  interests  in  the  settled  fund,  and  as,  by  the 
same  instruments,  he  gave  to  his  daughters  shares  of  his  residue,  a  case 
of  election  was  raised  against  the  daughters  ;  and  the  daughters  were 
bound  to  elect  between  giving  effect  to  the  appointment  in  favor  of 
their  children  and  the  interests  which  they,  the  daughters,  took  under 
the  will :    Whistler  v.  Webster,  2  Ves  Jun.  367. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that,  the  testator  having  made  an 
absolute  appointment  in  the  first  instance,  no  case  of  election  was 
raised. 


LANGSLOW   v.    LANG  SLOW. 

Chancery.     1856. 

[Reported  21  Beav.  552.] 

By  the  marriage  settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Langslow,  executed  in 

i  B18,  certain  funds  were  vested  in  trustees,  for  their  benefit  for  their 

and  afterwards,  in  trust  for  the  children,  grandchildren,  or  other 

of  the  marriage,  to  be  born  before  any  appointment,  as  Mr.  and 

Mi  -■  Langslow,  or  the  survivor,  should  appoint;  and  for  want  of  such 

appointment,  upon  trust  for  all  the  children  of  the  marriage  equally. 

The  settlement  contained  a  clause,  by  which  "  no  child  "  taking  any 
part  under  an  appointment,  should  share  in  the  unappointcd  part,  unless 
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he  should  bring  the  sum  appointed  to  him  into  hotchpot,  "  with  the  other 
children  "  of  the  marriage.  This  hotchpot  clause  was,  therefore,  appli- 
cable only  as  between  the  children. 

There  were  two  children  of  the  marriage,  namely  Robert  William 
Langslow  and  William  Langslow.  Mrs.  Langslow  died  in  1847,  and 
Robert  William  Langslow,  the  son,  died  in  184 'J,  leaving  an  only  son, 
the  plaintiff,  Robert  Langslow. 

Mr.  Langslow,  in  1849  and  1851,  appointed  part  of  the  fund  to  his 
son  William.  Mr.  Langslow  died  in  1853,  having  made  his  will,  dated 
the  28th  February,  1850,  by  which  he  gave  to  his  son  William  some 
policies  and  all  other  property  which  he  might  have  at  his  death.  He 
then  proceeded  as  follows:  —  ''lie  will  have  to  bring  into  hotchpot 
that  portion  of  the  fund  settled  on  the  marriage  of  his  dear  mother, 
which  has  already  been  received  by  him,  and  then,  as  I  make  no  fur- 
tin  r  appointment  under  the  power  for  that  purpose,  the  whole  settled 
fund  will  be  equally  divided  between  him  and  my  little  grandson," 
meaning  the  plaintiff. 

The  residue  of  the  trust  fund  consisted  of  £2,894  19s.  Consols,  and 
the  questions  raised  by  the  special  case  were  :  — 

First,  whether  the  will  of  Mr.  Langslow  operated  as  an  appointment 
of  the  £2,894  19s.  Consols  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Secondly,  whether  the  defendant  William  Langslow  was  bound  to 
elect  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  expressed  in  the  will,  that  the  whole 
fund  should  be  equally  divided  between  the  defendant  William  Langs- 
low and  the  plaintiff,  or,  in  default,  renounce  the  benefits  given  to  him 
by  the  will. 

Mr.  R.  Palmer  and  Mr.   Villiers,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Stallard,  for  the  defendant  William  Langslow. 

Mr.  Freeling,  for  trustees. 

The  Ma- i ik  of  Tin:  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Romilly.]  I  disposed  of 
the  Qrst  question  at  the  hearing,  and  on  consideration  I  am  confirmed 
in  the  view  I  then  took.  The  testator,  when  he  made  his  will,  had 
already  appointed  a  portion  of  the  fund  to  William  ;  he  refers  to  that 
circumstance  and  says,  "  I  mak-e  no  further  appointment."  How  can  it 
be  contended,  that  this  is  an  appointment?  It  is  only  necessary  to  refer 
t<>  tin-  words,  to  show  that  it  can  neither  be  so,  either  in  form  or  in  inten- 
tion. It  may  be  said,  that  if  lie  had  understood  what  the  effect  would 
be,  he  would  have  made  an  appointment,  but  that  admits  there  was  no 
appointment.  I  am,  therefore,  confirmed  in  the  opinion  I  formerly 
expressed,   that  this   is   not    an   appointment,  and   the   remaining   fund 

must,  therefore,  go  as  in  default  of  appointment. 
The  next  question  i-.  whether  there  is  a  case  i'^r  election.     I  was 

desirous  to  l<»>k  at    the   authorities,  ami  I    have  since   been    referred   to 

the  case  <>('  Blacket  v.  Lamb,  I  I  Beav.  482,  which  was  decided  by  me, 
and  appears  to  me  to  be  exactly  this  point,  and  decisive  as  to  the  ques- 
tion  of  election.  The  expression  here  is  this:  —  u  He  will  have  to 
bring  into  hotchpot  that  portion  of  the  fund"  already  received  by  him, 
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and  then,  as  1  make  no  further  appointment,  the  whole  will  be  divided 
between  him  and  my  grandson.  This  shows  how  he  expected  and  bc- 
Lieved  the  property  would  go,  but  it  is  no  disposition  of  any  part  which 
creates  the  obligation  to  elect.     It  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  marginal 

note  ol'  Blacket  v.  Lamb,  which  appears  perfectly  correct;  it  is  this  : 
—  '•  A  testator  duly  appointed  a  fund  in  favor  of  objects  of  the  power 
absolutely,  and  be  also  bequeathed  to  them  his  own  property  *  espe- 
cially requesting  them  '  to  leave  the  appointed  fund  to  persons  not  ob- 
ject- of  the  power.  Held,  that  this  did  not  raise  a  case  for  election. 
Held,  also,  that  the  result  would  have  been  different,  if  there  had  been 
a  direct  appointment  of  the  subject  of  the  power  to  strangers."  There 
it  was  held,  that  a  mere  desire,  expectation  or  wish,  did  not  create  any 
case  of  election. 

This  case  cannot,  I  think,  be  put  higher  ;  and  I  am  therefore  of  opin- 
ion, that  this  special  case  must  be  answered  by  stating,  that  there  is  no 
appointment  by  this  will,  and  no  case  for  election.1 


WOOLRIDGE  v.  WOOLRIDGE. 

Chancery.     1859. 

[Reported  H.  E.  V.  Johns.  63.] 

In  1809,  hy  the  settlement  on  the  marriage  of  James  Woolridge, 
since  deceased,  and  Caroline  his  wife,  two  sums,  now  represented  by 
£2500  Three  per  Cent  Consols  and  £1897  14s.  9c?.  New  Three  per 
Cent.  Long  Annuities,  were  settled  upon  certain  trusts  for  their  benefit 
during  their  respective  lives  ;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor, 
upon  trust,  in  the  events  which  happened,  for  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, at  such  time  and  times,  and  in  such  proportions,  manner,  and 
form  as  Caroline  should  b}-  deed  or  will  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, upon  trust  for  all  the  children  of  the  marriage  equally. 

The  plaintiff  Otway  Woolridge,  and  the  defendants  James  Woolridge 
and  Caroline  Biscoe,  now  the  wife  of  the  defendant  William  Biscoe,  were 
the  only  children  of  the  marriage. 

In  1825,  Caroline  Woolridge,  having  survived  her  husband,  and  be- 
ing possessed  of  personal  estate  and  effects  of  her  own,  which  remained 
in  her  possession  at  her  death,  made  her  will,  by  which,  after  reciting 
her  marriage  settlement,  in  exercise  of  the  power  therein  contained, 
she  directed  and  appointed  that  George  Trcweeke,  the  surviving  trustee 
under  her  settlement,  should,  from  and  immediately  after  her  decease, 
stand  possessed  of  the  said  stock,  and  the  dividends  thereon,  upon  the 
trusts  thereinafter  declared  of  the  same  ;  and  as  to  all  other  real  and 
personal  estate  and  effects  over  which  she  had  any  disposing  power,  or 
1  See  Box  v.  Barrett,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  244  (1866). 
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which  should  belong  to  her  at  her  death,  she  devised  and  bequeathed 
the  same  to  George  Treweeke  and  Humphry  Grylls,  upon  the  trusts 
thereinafter  declared  —  that  was  to  sa}-,  upon  trust,  out  of  the  divi- 
dends, interest,  and  annual  proceeds  of  all  and  singular  the  said  trust 
moneys  and  premises,  to  pay  an  annuity  to  her  daughter  Caroline  (then 
a  spinster),  so  long  as  she  should  continue  unmarried  ;  and  as  to  all 
the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  the  said  dividends,  interest,  and  an- 
imal proceeds  thereof,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  same  unto  and  between 
her  said  two  sons,  James  and  Otway,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  as  tenants  in  common  ;  and  from  and  immediately  after 
the  marriage  of  her  said  daughter,  then  upon  trust  to  assign  and 
transfer  all  and  singular  the  said  trust  moneys  and  premises  unto  and 
between  her  said  sons  and  daughter,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions, 
as  tenants  in  common.  The  testatrix  then  proceeded  by  her  will  to 
direct  that  the  portion  of  her  said  daughter  should,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  trustees,  be  either  paid  to  her  husband  upon  his  making  a  com- 
petent settlement  on  her  and  on  her  issue,  or  otherwise  should  be 
settled  on  her  and  her  issue  in  such  manner  as  the  trustees  should 
think  proper  and  expedient;  and  that  the  portions  of  her  sons  should 
be  considered  as  vested  interests  at  twenty-one,  and  the  portion  of  her 
daughter  on  her  marriage.  Then,  after  making  provision  for  survivor- 
ship between  her  children,  in  case  any  of  them  should  die  before  the  re- 
spective times  aforesaid,  and  giving  to  her  daughter  in  the  event  of  her 
not  marrying  a  power  of  testamentary  appointment  over  the  share  to 
which  she  would  be  entitled  in  case  of  marriage,  the  testatrix  provided, 
that,  in  case  her  son  James  should  through  ill  health  be  incapacitated 
from  pursuing  any  profession  whereby  to  gain  his  livelihood,  she  directed 
the  trustees  to  pay  him  out  of  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pro- 
of the  trust  premises  an  annuity  of  £80,  to  be  in  lieu  of  his  share 
of  the  principal  of  the  trust  premises,  which  should  in  that  case  be 
divided  equally  between  her  other  children  the  said  Caroline  ami 
( Uway. 

I'.,  a  codicil,  in  1850,  after  referring  to  her  daughter's  marriage  with 
th<-  defendant  Biscoe,  the  testatrix  directed  that  whatever  sums  of 
money  her  daughter  would  become  entitled  to  under  her  will,  should, 
as  to  the  income  thereof,  be  enjoyed  by  her  for  her  own  sole  use  and 
benefit  during  her  life;  and  that  after  her  death  the  principal  money 
should  belong  to  any  children  she  mighl  leave  at  her  death,  to  lie  equally 
divided  amongBl  them.     And  after  stating,  that,  from  the  afflicted  state 

■  I'  her  eldest  BOO  dames  (then  :i  lunatic),  it  would  lie  found  that  sin;  had 

imply  provided  for  his  maintenance  and  comfort  in  her  will,  as  to  any 

BUms  Of  money  to   which   her   son  Otway  might    become   entitled   under 

her  will,  she  directed  that  the  income  thereof  only  should  be  received 
by  him  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  the  principal  Bhould  be  equally 

divided  between  any  children  he  might  leave  ;  and  if  no  children,  or  he 
at  his  death  should  be  B  bachelor,  he  had  her  full  convent  to  his  dis- 
posing of  his  share  to  Li  r  amongst  her  children,  as  his  own  in- 
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clinatioii  and  judgment  might  dictate :  and  incase  of  his  marriage,  it 
was  the  testatrix's  wish  thai   the  life  estate  in  the  income  should  be 
enjoyed  bj  his  wife  after  his  decease. 
The  testatrix  died  in  1852.    The  plaintiff  was  a  bachelor. 

The  special  case  stated  that  James  Woolridge  was,  through  ill  health, 
permanently  incapacitated  from  pursuing  any  profession  whereby  to 
gain  his  livelihood,  and  was  a  lunatic  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act 
13  ,v  11  Viet,  c,  :^>. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  were,  in  effect,  to  what 
interest  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Caroline  Biscoe,  or  her  husband 
in  her  right,  were  entitled  in  the  said  trust  funds. 

Mr.  Sandys,  lor  the  plaintiff,  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  defendant, 
Caroline  Biscoe. 

Mr.  Law,  for  the  children  of  Caroline  Biscoe,  ten  of  whom  were 
infants. 

Mr.  MelviMe,  for  the  defendant  James  Woolridge,  his  special 
guardian  appointed  under  the  Act,  and  the  surviving  trustee  of  the 
will. 

Yice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood.  The  first  question  raised 
by  the  argument,  which  relates  to  the  quantum  of  interest  which  the 
parties  take  in  the  settled  funds  (irrespectively  of  the  question  as 
to  election),  falls  clearly  within  the  authority  of  Carver  v.  Boicles, 
2  Buss.  &  My.  304,  308. 

The  testatrix  begins  her  will  by  appointing  the  whole  of  the  settled 
funds  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared,  and  then,  after  devising 
and  bequeathing  her  residuary  real  and  personal  property  to  trustees 
upon  the  same  trusts,  she  declares  those  trusts  to  be  "  from  and  im- 
mediately after  the  marriage  of  her  said  daughter,  then  upon  trust  to 
assign  and  transfer  all  and  singular  the  said  trust  moneys  and  premises 
unto  and  between  her  said  sons  and  daughter,  in  equal  shares  and  pro- 
portions, as  tenants  in  common  ;  "  after  which  there  is  a  proviso,  that, 
in  case  her  son  James  should,  through  ill  health,  be  incapacitated  from 
pursuing  any  profession  whereby  to  gain  his  livelihood,  the  trustees  are 
to  pay  him,  out  of  the  annual  proceeds  of  the  trust  premises,  an  annuity 
of  £80,  to  be  in  lieu  of  his  share  of  the  principal  of  the  trust  premises, 
"  which  shall  in  that  case  be  divided  equally  between  my  other  children, 
the  said  Caroline  and  Otway." 

That  appointment  in  the  will  is  followed  by  various  attempts  on  the 
part  of  the  testatrix,  partly  in  her  will,  but  chiefly  in  the  codicil,  to 
modify  the  interests  so  appointed  in  favor  of  her  daughter  Caroline  and 
her  son  Otway,  and  to  give  ulterior  benefits  to  their  children  who  are 
not  objects  of  the  power. 

I  apprehend,  that  the  principle  upon  which  the  court  has  acted  in  all 
cases  of  this  description  is  similar  to  that  which  was  followed  in  Mayer  v. 
Town*  ,<<l.  '.',  Beav.  443  ;  where,  there  being  in  the  first  instance  an  ab- 
solute direction  in  a  will  to  the  trustees  to  raise  a  sum  of  money  for  the 
testator's  daughter,  followed  by  a  direction  to  invest  it,  and  to  pay  the 
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interest  to  the  daughter  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder 
to  her  children  absolutely  (there  being,  of  course,  no  ultimate  limitation 
over),  the  daughter  dying  without  ever  having  had  any  child,  her  per- 
sonal representatives  were  held  to  be  entitled  to  the  fund,  the  court 
being  of  opinion  that  the  subsequent  directions  did  not  operate  as  a 
revocation  of  the  original  bequest  in  favor  of  the  daughter,  but  were 
merely  directions  as  to  the  mode  in  which  that  bequest  should  be 
enjoyed. 

Here,  as  in  Carver  v.  Hoicks,  the  directions  which  the  testatrix  has 
superadded  to  the  interests  appointed  by  her  will  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  Caroline,  so  far  as  they  tend  to  cut  down 
those  interests  to  estates  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their  children,  are 
invalid,  as  being  in  favor  of  persons  who  are  not  the  objects  of  the 
power ;  and,  being  so  invalid,  according  to  the  rule  adopted  in  that 
case,  the  appointees  take  absolutely. 

The  second  question,  which  is,  whether  or  not  a  case  of  election  is 
raised  under  circumstances  of  this  description,  is  one  of  a  little  more 
difficulty;  for,  although  the  same  question  arose  in  Carver  v.  Bowles, 
Sir  John  Leach,  while  deciding  that  the  parties  were  not  put  to  an  elec- 
tion, gives  no  reason  for  his  decision,  except  that  "  the  testator  having 
made  an  absolute  appointment  in  the  first  instance,  no  case  for  election 
was  raised."  The  principle,  however,  of  that  decision  appears  to  have 
been  this :  —  and  so  it  seems  to  have  been  understood  in  all  the  sub- 
sequent cases  in  which  Carver  v.  Boicles  has  been  cited,  — that,  where 
there  is  an  absolute  appointment  by  will  in  favor  of  a  proper  object  of 
the  power,  and  that  appointment  is  followed  by  attempts  to  modify  the 
interest  so  appointed  in  a  manner  which  the  law  will  not  allow,  the  court 
reads  the  will  as  if  all  the  passages  in  which  such  attempts  are  made 
were  swept  out  of  it,  for  all  intents  and  purposes  ;  i.  e.,  not  only  so  far 
as  they  attempt  to  regulate  the  quantum  of  interest  to  be  enjoyed  by 
the  appointee  in  the  settled  property,  but  also  so  far  as  they  might 
Otherwise  have  been  relied  upon  as  raising  a  case  of  election. 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  clear  result  of  the  authorities ;  and  in 
conformity  with  that  view  I  must  hold  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant Caroline  are  each  of  them  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  settled  funds, 
subject,  in  the  case  of  each,  to  a  moiety  of  the  annuity  of  £80  charged 
by  the  testatrix  on  those  funds  and  on  her  residuary  estate;  the  defend- 
ant Caroline  taking  her  moiety  during  her  life  (as  in  Carver  v.  Bowles) 

for  her  separate  use. 

Decree  accordingly. 


IN    BE    FOWLEB'S   TRUST.  [CHAP.  II. 


IN   RE   FOWLER'S  TRUST. 

Chancery.     1859. 

[Reported  27  Beav.  362.] 

John  Fowleb  by  bis  will,  dated  in  1788,  devised  freeholds  and  a 
copyhold  estate  called  Vilncr  to  the  use  of  his  son  Charles  Fowler  for 
life,  with  an  exclusive  power  of  appointment  to  his  children  and  grand- 
children (as  had  been  decided  in  Fowler  v.  Cohn,  21  Beav.  3G0)  and  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  his  children  in  tail :  and  he  be- 
queathed £4000  in  trust  for  his  son  Charles  for  life,  and  from  and 
alter  his  decease  in  trust  to  pay,  assign  and  transfer  the  principal  sum 
of  t*  1 000,  or  the  stocks  or  securities  wherein  the  same  might  be 
invested,  unto  such  one  or  more  of  the  children  of  his  said  son  Charles, 
whether  born  in  the  testator's  lifetime  or  after  his  decease,  who,  being 
a  son  or  sons,  should  respectively  live  to  attain  his  or  their  age  or 
ages  of  twenty -one  years,  when  and  as  they  should  respectively  attain 
the  same,  or,  being  a  daughter  Or  daughters,  should  live  to  attain  her 
or  their  respective  age  or  ages  of  twent}--one  years  or  be  married,  when 
and  as  they  should  respectively  attain  the  said  age  or  ages  or  be  mar- 
ried, which  should  first  happen,  in  such  parts,  shares  and  proportions, 
manner  and  form  as  his  son  Charles  by  an}'  deed  or  writing,  or  by  his 
last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  should  direct,  limit,  give  or  appoint 
the  same,  and  in  default  of  such  appointment  in  trust  to  pay,  transfer 
and  assign  the  same  unto  and  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  of  his 
son  Charles  (whether  born  in  the  testator's  lifetime  or  after  his  decease) 
who.  being  a  son  or  sons,  should  live  to  attain  his  or  their  respective 
age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  or  being  a  daughter  or  daughters, 
that  age  or  day  of  marriage,  which  should  first  happen,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them,  if  more  than  one,  share  and  share  alike. 

The  testator  died  in  1790.  His  son  Charles  had  seven  children  who 
attained  twenty-one,  two  of  whom  were  dead  at  the  date  of  his  will. 

Charles  Fowler  by  his  will,  dated  in  1848,  appointed  eight-tenths  of 
the  f  1,000  to  five  of  his  children,  and  he  appointed  the  remaining  two- 
tenths  to  his  granddaughter,  Eliza  Sarah  Lavinia  Cohn  (the  only  child 
of  a  deceased  son),  and  he  appointed  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estate 
amongsl  his  four  children  and  his  granddaughter. 

Charles  Fowler  died  in  1848,  possessed  of  a  few  trifling  movables, 
but  of  no  other  property  of  his  own.  The  eight-tenths  of  the  appointed 
fund  were  paid  to  his  five  children,  but  the  remaining  two-tenths,  ap- 
pointed to  his  granddaughter,  were  paid  into  court  under  the  Trustee 
Relief  Act.  This  petition  was  presented  b}r  the  granddaughter  and  her 
husband,  praying  a  declaration  that  the  two-tenths  of  the  £4,000  had 
been  well  appointed  to  her,  and  that  it  might  be  paid  out  of  court  to 
ber  husband. 
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Mr.  Lloyd  and  Mr.  Amyot,  for  the  petitioner. 

Mr.  Fottett  and  Mr.  Surrage,  contra. 

Mr.  Shapter,  for  the  trustees. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls.  [Sir  John  Romilly.]  On  the  best 
consideration  I  can  give  to  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not 
raise  any  case  of  election.  A  case  of  election  arises  where  a  testator, 
whether  under  a  power  or  not,  gives  property  which  belongs  to  one 
person  to  another,  and  gives  to  the  former  property  of  his,  the  testa- 
tor's ;  in  that  case  the  former  is  bound  to  elect  whether  he  will  give 
effect  to  the  disposition  of  his  own  estate  in  favor  of  the  latter,  and  if 
he  will  not,  then  he  cannot  take  any  of  the  benefits  intended  for  him  by 
the  will,  and  which  are  thereupon  made  available  for  compensating  the 
disappointed  legatee  or  devisee.  This  is  not  the  case  here,  for  there  is 
no  property  of  the  testator.  If  the  testator  has  improperly  exercised 
the  power,  so  that  the  property  will  go  as  in  default  of  appointment, 
it  will  be  divisible  among  the  seven  children,  five  only  of  whom  take 
benefits  under  this  will,  the  other  two  are  not  named  in  it. 

It  is  impossible  to  say  that  there  is  a  case  of  election  as  to  the  two 
who  take  nothing  under  the  will,  and  it  is  equally  so  as  to  the  others. 
The  case  of  Bristoio  v.  Warde,  2  Ves.  Jr.  350,  lays  down  that  the 
doctrine  of  election  "never  can  be  applied,  but  where,  if  an  election  is 
made  contrary  to  the  will,  the  interest  that  would  pass  by  the  will  can 
be  laid  hold  of  to  compensate  for  what  is  taken  away ;  therefore,  in  all 
cases,  there  must  be  some  free  disposable  property  given  to  the  person, 
which  can  be  made  a  compensation  for  what  the  testator  takes  away. 
That  (using  the  words  of  Lord  Loughborough)  cannot  apply  to  this 
case,  where  no  part  of  his  property  is  comprised  in  the  will  but  that 
which  he  had  power  to  distribute."  It  is  the  same  as  if  the  two-tenths, 
which  was  appointed  to  one  who  was  not  an  object,  went  over,  as  in 
default  of  appointment,  to  persons  who  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
freehold  estate. 

<  )n  the  best  consideration,  I  think  this  is  not  a  case  of  election,  and 
I  must,  therefore  declare  that  two-tenths  of  the  fund  have  not  been 
properly  appointed,  and  that  they  <xo  as  in  default  of  annointment. 


vol..  vi.  —  .;i) 
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WOLLASTON    v.    KING. 
Chancery.     1869. 

[Bqwrted  L.  /.'.  8  Eq.  lfif..] 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  V.  C.1  In  this  case  a  testatrix  had  a  power  of 
appointment  over  a  considerable  sum  of  money,  a  limited  power  of 
appointment  in  favor  of  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  in  contemplation 
Of  which  the  settlement  containing  the  power  was  made. 

By  a  will  purporting  to  be,  amongst  other  things,  an  execution  of 
the  power,  she  appointed  a  considerable  portion  of  the  settled  fund  to 
her  son  for  life,  with  remainders  to  such  persons  as  he  should  by  will 
appoint.  There  was  a  general  residuary  appointment  of  the  settled 
fund  subject  to  all  other  appointments  made  thereof  to  three  daughters. 

The  three  daughters  took  other  benefits  under  the  will  in  the  testa- 
trix's own  property. 

The  son  purported  to  exercise  the  power  of  appointment  given  by 
his  mother  to  him. 

My  predecessor  held  that  the  appointment,  so  far  as  it  gave  the  son 
a  testamentary,  and  only  a  testamentary,  power  of  appointment,  was 
void  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity,  and  he  further  held  that  the  portion  of 
the  settled  fund  attempted  to  be  subjected  to  that  power  went  not  as 
an  unappointed  part  to  the  objects  of  the  original  settlement,  but  under 
the  residuary  appointment  in  the  mother's  will  to  the  three  daughters. 

In  this  state  of  things  the  question  arose  which  I  have  now  to  deter- 
mine. The  persons  who  would  have  taken  under  the  conjoint  opera- 
tions of  the  son's  will  and  the  mother's  will,  if  the}-  had  constituted  a 
valid  appointment  of  the  trust  fund,  insist  that  the  daughters,  wrho 
take  by  reason  of  the  mother  having  no  power  to  make  such  disposi- 
tion, taking  also  under  the  will  property  which  the  mother  had  the 
fullest  power  to  dispose  of  at  pleasure,  ought  to  elect  between  the  two 
benefits  which  they  take. 

The  ordinary  principle  is  clear  that  if  a  testator  gives  property  bjr 
design  or  by  mistake  which  is  not  his  to  give,  and  gives  at  the  same 
time  to  the  real  owner  of  it  other  property,  such  real  owner  cannot 
take  both. 

And  the  principle  has  been  applied  where  the  first  gift  is  made  pur- 
porting to  be  in  execution  of  a  power;  so  that,  if  under  a  power  to 
appoint  to  children,  the  donee  of  the  power  appoints  to  grandchildren, 
which  is  bad,  and  the  children  who  are  entitled  to  claim  b}'  reason  of 
the  badness  of  the  appointment  also  take  under  the  will  other  property, 
the  grandchildren  are  entitled  to  put  them  to  an  election.  But  to  this 
rule,  so  far  as  regards  appointments,  a  notable  exception  is  taken,  viz., 
that  when  there  is  an  appointment  to  an  object  of  the  power,  with 
1  Only  the  opinion  is  here  printed. 
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directions  that  the  same  shall  be  settled,  or  upon  any  trust,  or  subject 
to  any  condition,  then  the  appointment  is  held  to  be  a  valid  appoint- 
ment, and  the  superadded  direction,  trust,  or  condition  is  void,  and 
not  only  void,  but  inoperative  to  raise  any  case  of  election. 

This  rule  has  not  been  followed  in  the  Irish  case  of  Moriarty  v.  Mar- 
tin, 3  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  26,  which  is  said  to  have  received  the  approval  of 
Lord  St.  Leonards.  Notwithstanding  that  case  and  that  approval,  I 
feel  hound  by  the  current  of  the  English  authorities. 

I  have  endeavored  to  extract  from  these  cases  a  principle  which  I 
can  apply  to  the  decision  of  the  case  before  me.  The  rule  laid  down 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  Whistler  v.  Webster,  2  Ves.  3G7,  is,  in 
general  terms,  "  that  no  man  shall  claim  any  benefit  under  a  will  with- 
out conforming,  so  far  as  he  is  able,  and  giving  effect  to  everything 
contained  in  it  whereby  any  disposition  is  made  showing  an  intention 
that  such  a  thing  shall  take  place." 

This  rule,  expressed  in  these  terms,  was  certainly  not  applied  in  the 
case  of  Carver  v.  Boxdes,  2  Russ.  &  My.  301,  and  the  cases  which 
followed  it.  There  it  was  clear  that  certain  persons  were  intended  to 
take  benefits  under  the  will,  and  other  persons  were  allowed  to  take 
other  benefits  without  conforming  to,  and  giving  effect  to,  the  first  dis- 
positions, and,  in  fact,  after  defeating  them.  But  why?  The  only 
intelligible  principle  which  I  can  find  is  that  it  was  held  that  the  failure 
of  the  first  dispositions,  so  far  as  they  failed,  did,  under  the  will  itself, 
enure  for  the  benefit  of  the  legatees  ;  that  the  legatees  were  allowed  to 
retain  both  benefits  because  they  took  both  as  legatees  under  the  will 
itself  without  calling  in  aid  any  other  instrument  or  any  adverse  title. 
It  results  in  this,  that  the  rule  as  to  election  is  to  be  applied  as  between 
a  gift  under  a  will  and  a  claim  dehors  the  will,  and  adverse  to  it,  and 
is  not  to  be  applied  as  between  one  clause  in  a  will  and  another  clause 
in  the  same  will. 

It  would  Beem  a  very  strange  thing  that  in  construing  the  same  in- 
strument the  court,  dealing  witli  a  clause  in  which  a  fund  IS  expressed 
to  l.c  given  partly  to  A.  and  partly  to  li.,  should  hold  that  the  gift  to 
A.  being  void,  the  testator's  intention  is  that  B.  should  take  the  whole; 
and  then  coming  to  another  clause  in  which  another  fund  is  given  to 
B.,  and  no  mention  <<!'  A.  at  all,  it  should  hold  that  there  is  an  implied 
condition  that  15.  should  give  back  part  of  that  which  it  was  the  tes- 
tator'^ intention  that  he  Bhould  take.  It  is  also  material  that  the  reason 
why  the  gift  fail-,  is  that  there  was  an  attempt  to  create  a  power  in  vio- 
lation of  the  rules  of  law.  I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  for  this  court  to 
aid  such  an  attempt,  either  by  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  election 
or  otherwise. 

The  great  difficulty,  moreover,  of  applying  the  doctrine  of  election  to 
such  a  case  as  this  is  strikingly  exemplified  in  this  particular  instance 
by  the  conflicting  claims  which  have  arisen  to  the  benefit  which  would 
arise  from  the  application  of  that  doctrine. 

The  appointees  named  in  the  son's  will  say,  ••  By  the  conjoint  opera- 
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tiiui  of  the  two  wills  the  mother  lias  expressed  her  wish  to  give  us  cer- 
tain benefits  which  have  been  Intercepted  by  the  daughters.  Let  the 
daughters  make  it  good  out  of  the  mother's  will."  Hut  the  creditors  of 
the  bou  say,  "  No.  you  never  could  have  taken  the  benefits;  nothing 
has  ever  been  intercepted  from  you;  it  being  a  general  power  of  ap- 
pointment,  and  the  son  being  largely  indebted,  any  appointment  made 
by  him  would,  by  the  application  of  another  rule  of  equity,  have  gone 
to  his  ereditors."  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  great  force  in  this  con- 
tention of  the  creditors  in  destroying  any  claims  of  the  specific  ap- 
pointees, but  that  their  own  equity  to  compensation  by  reason  of  the 
doctrine  of  election  is  far  too  complicated  and  remote  to  entitle  them  to 
the  interference  of  this  court.  I,  however,  only  rely  on  this  conflict  of 
claims  as  showing  the  prudence  of  not  extending  rights  under  the  im- 
plication of  somewhat  refined  equities  like  the  doctrine  of  election, 
beyond  the  simple  cases  which  have  been  decided,  and  which  are 
sufficient  to  provide  for  all  cases  ordinarily  likely  to  occur,  and  for  all 
cases  for  which  there  is  any  substantial  object  in  providing. 

Mr.    Willcock,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  G.  N.  Colt,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  W.  M.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  R.  Jlorton  Smith,  for  Robert 
William  King,  the  brother  and  executor  of  James  Euseby  King. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Hi g  gins,  for  the  daughters  of  the  testatrix. 

Mr.  Druce,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  T.  Hughes,  for  the  legatees  under  the 
will  of  J.  E.  King. 

Mr.  C.  C.  Barber,  for  other  parties.1 

»  Cf.  In  re  Warren's  Trusts,  26  Ch.  D.  208  (1884);  In  re  Ilandcock's  Trusts,  23 
L.  R.  Ir.  34  (1888). 

See  Gray,  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  §§  557,  et  seq. 
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WHITE  v.   WHITE. 
Chancery  Division.     1882. 
[Reported  22  Ch.  D.  555.] 

John  R.  "White,  of  Bruton,  Somerset,  was  twice  married,  and  by  his 
first  wife.  Clary  White,  he  had  seven  children,  one  son  and  six  daugh- 
ters, and  by  his  second  wife,  Ann  White,  he  had  two  children,  one  son 
and  one  daughter. 

On  his  first  marriage  a  settlement  was  made,  dated  the  8th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1845,  whereb}-  he  settled  his  reversionary  interest  in  part  of 
an  estate  called  the  Cooinbe  Hill  estate  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and 
Clary  White  for  their  lives,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust  for  the 
children  and  issue  of  himself  and  the  said  Clary  White  in  such  manner 
as  (in  the  events  which  happened)  he  the  said  John  R.  White  should 
appoint,  with  a  gift,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  children  of  the 
marriage. 

Clary  White  died  and  J.  R.  White  married  again  in  18G9,  but  no 
settlement  was  made  on  the  second  marriage. 

Previously  to  the  date  of  his  will  the  said  John  R.  White  had  issue 
by  his  second  marriage  and  acquired  other  shares  in  the  Coombe  Hill 
estate,  and  by  his  will,  dated  the  11th  of  November,  1872,  after  refer- 
ring to  the  settlement  of  1845,  he  continued,  "In  execution  of  the 
power  of  appointment  given  by  the  settlement,  I  appoint  my  shares  in 
the  Coombe  Hill  estate  comprised  in  the  said  settlement  unto  my  eldest 
son  Walter,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but  subject  to  the  charges  in  favor 
of  his  brother  and  sisters  in  this  my  will  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  in 
every  other  respect  I  confirm  my  said  settlement.  I  devise  my  remain- 
ing -hares  in  the  Baid  Coombe  Hill  estate  and  the  close  adjoining  which 
1  have  purchased  unto  my  eldesl  Bon,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but  subject 
to  such  charges  in  favor  of  his  brother  and  sisters  as  shall  equalize  the 
shaies  of  all  my  children  in  all  my  said  property." 

He  then  gave  certain  bank  shares  to  his  said  eldest  son,  to  be  ac- 
counted for  as  part  of  his  share,  and  '•  to  be  charged  with  such  a  sum 
as  should  equalize  the  shares  of  all  his,  the  testator's,  children  in  all 
his  properly." 

The  testator  then  directed  that  his  sister  Julia  should  be  permitted 
to  reside  on  B  part  of  the  Coombe    Hill  estate,  which  was   included   in 

the  settlement,  for  her  life  at  a  specified  rent. 

He  devised  the  residue  Of  his  real  and  personal   estate  tO  trustees  for 

gale,  and   directed   them   to   pay  hifl  widow  an   annuity,   and   to   pay  the 

remainder  of  the  income  to  his  children,  and  on  hi*  wife's  death  to  pay 

the  capital  to  his  children  then  living. 

This  was  an  action  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  John 
Richard  White. 
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in  addition  to  the  settled  property  sufficient  was  given  by  the  will  for 
the  benefit  of  the  elder  son  to  enable  the  trustees  by  apportionment  to 
equalize  the  shares  of  all  the  children. 

The  children  of  the  second  marriage  and  the  testator's  sister  Julia 
not  being  objects  of  the  power,  the  question  arose  whether  they  were 
entitled  to  enforce  the  dispositions  of  the  settled  property  which  were 
in  excess  of  the  power  so  as  to  raise  a  ease  of  election  in  their  favor, 
if  the  children  of  the  first  marriage  declined  to  give  effect  to  those 
dispositions. 

Cookson,  Q.  C,  and  B.  B.  Rogers,  for  the  plaintiffs,  two  infant 
children  of  the  first  marriage. 

Efveritt,  Q.  ('.,  and  Rawlins,  for  Walter,  the  elder  son. 

ns-Hdrdy,  Q.  C,  and  Dyne,  for  the  children  of  the  second 
marriage. 

Fry,  J.,  stated  the  two  marriages  of  the  testator  and  the  settlement, 
and  so  id  :  — 

At  the  time  of  his  will  the  testator  John  R.  White  had  issue  of  his 
second  marriage,  who  were  of  course  not  objects  of  the  power  contained 
in  the  marriage  settlement.  By  his  will  the  testator  recited  the  settle- 
ment of  is  15  made  on  his  marriage  with  his  first  wife  Clary  as  a  settle- 
ment "  whereby  I  conveyed  to  trustees  therein  named  my  reversionary 
interest  after  the  decease  of  my  mother  to  certain  shares  in  an  estate 
called  Coombe  Hill." 

Now  I  pause  here  to  observe  that  he  describes  this  interest  in  the 
property  which  he  had  conveyed  to  his  trustees  as  if  it  were  still  his 
own,  and  he  calls  it  "  my  reversionary  interest."  That  may  be  ex- 
plained, it  is  said,  by  saying  it  was  his  reversionary  interest  at  the 
date  of  the  settlement,  but  I  think  the  subsequent  language  shows  he 
thought  it  was  part  of  his  property. 

Then  he  recites  the  death  of  his  mother  and  his  wife,  and  he  says, 
"  Now  I  do  hereby  by  virtue  and  in  execution  of  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment given  to  me  by  the  settlement  appoint  my  shares  in  the  Coombe 
Hill  estate  unto  my  eldest  son  Walter,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but  sub- 
ject to  the  charges  in  favor  of  his  brother  and  sisters  in  this  my  will 
hereinafter  mentioned,  and  in  every  other  respect  I  confirm  my  said 
settlement."  There,  again,  I  stop  to  make  this  observation,  that  what 
he  appoints  he  describes  as  "  my  said  shares  "  as  if  they  were  still  part 
of  his  property. 

Then  he  proceeds  to  devise  the  other  shares  which  he  had  acquired  in 
the  Coombe  Hill  property  and  the  adjoining  closes,  which  were  in  no 
way  subject  to  the  settlement  of  1845  to  his  said  son  Walter  "  subject 
to  such  charges  in  favor  of  his  brother  and  sisters  as  shall  equalize  the 
shares  of  all  my  children  in  all  my  said  property." 

Now  it  appears  to  me  plain  that  the  charges  referred  to  in  the  first 
clause,  namely,  the  charges  on  the  settled  shares  in  the  Coombe  Hill 
property  are  the  same  charges  as  those  which  are  imposed  on  the  other 
Bharea  in  the  Coombe  Hill  property,  and  on  the  entirety  of  the  adjoin- 
ing closes.     There  is  only  one  set  of  charges. 
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[His  Lordship  read  the  further  clauses  in  the  will  relating  to  the  gift 
of  the  bank  shares,  and  the  direction  that  the  testator's  sister  should 
reside  on  part  of  the  settled  Coombc  Hill  estate,  and  continued  as 
follows  :  — ] 

Now  the  first  question  arises  in  this  way.  The  two  first  clauses  in 
the  will  have  made  the  settled  property  and  the  unsettled  property  sub- 
ject to  the  same  charges  in  favor  of  persons  who  are  not  objects  of  the 
power  of  appointment.  Does  that  create  a  case  of  election  in  favor  of 
those  persons,  namely,  the  children  of  the  second  family,  who  were 
clearly  entitled  under  the  terms  of  his  disposition  to  charges  upon  both 
the  settled  and  the  unsettled  property,  or  does  it  create  no  case  of  elec- 
tion at  all  ?  It  is  plain  that  they  are  objects  of  the  charges  on  the  settled 
property,  and  it  is  plain  that  the  persons  who  take  that  settled  property 
in  default  of  the  exercise  of  the  power,  are  themselves  objects  of  benefits 
conferred  by  gifts  of  the  unsettled  property.  Prima  facie  therefore 
you  have  a  case  in  which  the  persons  who  take  the  settled  property 
take  also  under  the  will  benefits  out  of  the  unsettled  property,  and  if 
they  take  the  settled  property  in  a  manner  which  defeats  the  intention 
of  the  testator,  that  would  appear  to  give  rise  to  a  case  for  compensa- 
tion to  the  persons  who  are  so  disappointed. 

That  this  is  the  general  rule  as  regards  appointments  can  hardly  be 
doubted.  It  has  been  stated  b}r  Sir  W.  M.  James,  when  Vice-Chancellor, 
in  WoUaston  v.  King,  Law  Rep.  8  Eq.  1G5,  174,  in  these  terms,  adopt- 
ing the  words  of  the  judgment  in  Wliisller  v.  Wesbter,  2  Ves.  307,  that 
no  man  shall  claim  any  benefit  under  a  will  without  conforming,  as  far 
as  he  is  able,  and  giving  effect  to  everything  contained  in  it,  whereby 
any  disposition  is  made  showing  an  intention  that  such  a  thing  should 
take  place. 

But  there  is  a  class  of  cases  which  at  first  sight  appear  to  be  in  con- 
flict with  the  generality  of  that  rule.  That  class  of  authorities  consists 
o['  Carver  v.  Bowles,  2  Russ.  &  My.  304;  Woolridge  v.  Woolridge^ 
Job.  *'••">.  and  other  cases  of  the  same  description,  including  the  case 
of  WoUaston  v.  King,  which  I  have  just  mentioned.  In  those  cases 
the  testator  had  exceeded  t he  power  vested  in  him  by  directing  thai 
certain  property  which  he  had  in  the  first  place  appointed  absolutely  t<> 
an  object  of  the  power,  should  be  held  upon  trusts  or  subject  to  con- 
ditions in  favor  of  persons  who  were  not  objects  of  the  power,  but  who 
would  probably  be  objects  of  any  settlement  or  provision  which  might 
be  made  by  the  appointee.  The  question,  therefore,  arose  whether  those 
gifts  to  the  persons  not  objects  of  the  power  were  void,  or  whether  the 
absolute  appointment  musl  be  held  good  and  the  modifications  be  re- 
jected, and  the  conclusion  which  the  court  arrived  at  was,  that  as  there 

ii  absolute  gift  to  the  object  of  the  power,  that  musl  prevail,  and 
the  modifications  which  were  not  valid  in  law  must  be  rejected  ;  and  the 
moment  the  court  arrived  at  that  conclusion  it  was  apparent  that  no 
case  of  election  arose;  because  the  object  of  the  power  is  the  only  per- 
son who  takes  ;   and  there  is  no  Conflict  between  him  and  a  person  who 
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is  not  an  objecl  of  it.  Therefore  in  those  cases  the  whole  question  as 
to  election  fell  to  tin-  ground. 

Tin1  question  I  have  to  determine,  therefore,  is  this:  Can  the  gift  to 
Walter  Btand,  and  the  condition  that  it  shall  be  subject  to  a  charge  be 
rejected  so  far  as  it  is  in  excess  of  the  power,  or  can  the  appointment 
to  Walter  take  effect  only  so  far  as  the  testator  intended  him  to  take 
it?  It  appears  to  me  that  the  question  may  be  really  stated  in  another 
way.  Is  the  condition  or  charge  in  the  present  case  such  a  disposi- 
tion of  the  gift  to  Walter  as  according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  family 
arrangements  in  this  country  he  would  he  likely  to  make?  I  think  it 
is  not.  It  differs  entirely  from  an  appointment  to  a  person,  subject  to 
a  declaration  of  trust  for  the  henefit  of  the  issue  or  husband  or  family 
oi'  that  person.  It  is  an  attempt  by  the  testator  to  impose  on  the  ap- 
pointed property  an  obligation  to  produce  an  equality  between  the 
objects  of  the  power  and  the  other  members  of  his  family.  I  think, 
therefore,  the  present  case  is  not  within  the  principles  of  Carver  v. 
Howies,  and  the  cases  I  have  referred  to. 

That  being  so,  I  hold  that  a  case  of  election  has  arisen  between  the 
persons  who  claim  in  default  of  the  exercise  of  the  power,  and  those 
who  claim  under  the  gift  in  the  will. 

His  Lordship  then  gave  judgment  on  certain  other  points  arising 
under  the  will. 
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Court  of  Appeal.     1885. 

[Reported  31  Ch.  Div.  275.] 

Appeal  of  Mrs.  Walker  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Kay  (28  Ch. 
D.  124).  The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the 
court  below,  and  in  the  judgment  delivered  by  Lord  Justice  Fry. 

The  question  raised  was  whether  Mrs.  Walker,  on  whose  marriage, 
when  an  infant,  £5,000  was  settled  upon  trusts  under  which  the  income 
was  to  be  paid  to  her  for  her  sole  and  separate  use  without  power  of 
anticipation,  could  take  £8,573,  which  was  afterwards  bequeathed  to 
her,  without  bringing  it  into  the  settlement  in  accordance  with  her 
covenant  in  the  deed  of  settlement  to  settle  after-acquired  property, 
and  without  making  compensation  under  the  doctrine  of  election  out  of 
the  £5,000.  The  trustees  of  the  settlement  disputed  her  right  to  take 
both  sums,  and  claimed  to  have  the  income  of  the  £5,000  applied  in 
making  compensation  for  those  disappointed  by  her  electing  to  avoid 
her  covenant  to  settle.  The  executors  under  the  will  having  paid  the 
£8,573  into  court  under  the  Trustee  Relief  Act,  and  Mrs.  Walker  hav- 
titioned  the  court  for  the  payment  of  it  to  her,  the  question  came 
before  Mr.  Justice  Kay  on  originating  summons  under  Order  lv. 
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That  learned  judge  decided  that  the  income  of  the  £5,000  should  be 
applied  in  making  compensation  to  the  persons  disappointed  by  Mrs. 
Walker's  election. 

Mrs.  Walker  appealed. 

W.  Pearson,  Q.  C,  and  E.  Ward,  for  Mrs.  Walker. 

Hastings,  Q.  C,  and  P.  Kingdon,  contra. 

('/mrles  Parke,  for  the  trustees  of  the  settlement. 

Stallard,  for  a  son  of  the  marriage. 

Dec.  18.  The  following  judgment  of  the  court  (Lord  Esher,  M.  R., 
and  Bowen  and  Fry,  L.  JJ.)  was  now  delivered  by 

Fry,  L.  J.  In  the  year  1860  a  marriage  was  in  contemplation  be- 
tween Mr.  Walker  and  Miss  Vardon.  Thereupon  a  settlement  was 
executed  which  contained,  amongst  other  things,  the  recital  of  an  agree- 
ment that  the  intended  wife  and  husband  should  enter  into  the  covenant 
thereinafter  contained  for  the  settlement  of  her  future  estate.  By  this 
settlement  Mr.  Walker,  the  intended  husband,  settled  certain  property 
upon  trust  for  himself  for  life,  then  for  his  intended  wife  for  life,  and 
then  for  the  children  of  the  marriage  ;  and  by  the  same  settlement  Mr. 
Vardon,  the  father  of  the  intended  wife,  settled  other  property  upon  the 
same  trusts,  except  that  as  to  £5,000,  part  thereof,  the  intended  wife 
took  the  first  life  interest  therein,  for  her  separate  use,  with  a  restraint 
on  anticipation  in  terms  to  be  hereafter  mentioned.  The  settlement 
contained  a  covenant  by  each  of  them,  the  intended  husband  and  wife, 
to  settle  any  after  acquired  property  of  the  wife  upon  the  trusts  there- 
inbefore  declared  concerning  the  property  of  the  husband,  except  that 
the  ultimate  trust  in  default  of  children  was  to  be  for  the  wife.  This 
settlement  was  executed  by  both  husband  and  wife,  but  the  wife  was 
at  the  date  of  the  marriage  an  infant,  though  that  circumstance  does 
DOt  appear  on  the  deed. 

In  1888,  under  a  bequest  to  Mrs.  Walker  contained  in  the  will  of  her 
deceased  brother,  she  became  entitled  to  £8,573  for  her  separate  use. 
Mrs.  Walker  claims  to  receive  this  sum  of  £8,573,  and  also  the  income 
of  the  £5,000  in  which  she  had  a  life  interest  in  possession  without 
power  of  anticipation.  On  the  contrary  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
contend  thai  she  eannot  take  both,  and  that  the  husband  and  the 
children  of  Mrs.  Walker  are  entitled  to  have  the  income  of  the  £5,000 
applied  In  compensation  of  their  claims  under  the  covenant  to  settle. 
Mr.  Justice  Ka\  has  decided  that  the  trustees'  contention  is  right.  Mrs. 
Walker  has  appealed. 

m  .  Walker  contends  that  she  is  entitled  to  retain  the  benefit  under 
the  settlement  because  it  Is  income  settled  to  her  separate  use  Tree  from 
the  power  of  anticipation  :  and  that  she  is  entitled  to  the  benefil  given 
to  her  by  her  brother's  will  because  the  will  which  gives  it  to  her  is 

operative,    and   the    covenant   which    WOUld    take    it  away    from   her  is 

Inoperative. 

\     she  was  an  infant  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  settlement 

and  of  the  marriage,  it  is  evident  that  her  contention  must  prevail  unless 
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Bhe  can  be  reached  by  the  doctrine  of  election.  That  doctrine  rests, 
not  on  the  particular  provisions  of  the  instrument  which  raises  the  elec- 
tion, but  on  the  presumption  <»t*a  general  intention  in  the  authors  of  an 
instrument  that  effect  shall  be  given  to  every  part  of  it,  "  the  ordinary 
intent,"  to  use  the  words  of  Lord  Hatherley,  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  Law 
Rep.  7  II.  L.  71,  "  implied  in  every  man  who  affects  by  a  legal  instru- 
ment to  dispose  of  property,  that  lie  intends  all  that  he  has  expressed." 
This  general  and  presumed  intention  is  not  repelled  by  showing  that 
the  circumstances  which  in  the  event  gave  rise  to  the  election  were  not 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  author  of  the  instrument  (Cooper  v.  Cooper), 
but  in  principle  it  is  evident  that  it  may  be  repelled  by  the  declaration 
in  the  instrument  itself  of  a  particular  intention  inconsistent  with  the 
presumed  and  general  intention. 

For  example,  if  the  settlement  in  question  had  contained  an  express 
declaration  that  in  no  case  should  the  doctrine  of  election  be  applied 
to  its  provisions,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  such  a  declaration 
should  not  have  full  effect  given  to  it.  The  late  Mr.  Swanston  appears 
to  us  to  have  correctly  enunciated  the  law  on  this  point,  when  he  said : 
"The  rule  of  not  claiming  by  one  part  of  an  instrument  in  contradic- 
tion to  another,  has  exceptions ;  and  the  ground  of  exception  seems  to 
be,  a  particular  intention,  denoted  by  the  instrument,  different  from  that 
general  intention,  the  presumption  of  which  is  the  foundation  of  the 
doctrine  of  election."     (1  Sw.  404,  n.) 

The  settlement  in  the  present  case  declares  that  the  income  of  the 
fund  in  question  should  be  paid  to  Mrs.  Walker  for  her  sole  and  separ- 
ate use,  that  her  receipt  alone  should  be  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the 
same,  and  that  she  should  not  have  power  to  dispose  or  deprive  herself 
of  the  benefit  thereof  in  the  way  of  anticipation. 

What  is  the  force  and  effect  of  this  restraint  on  anticipation?  It 
provides  that  nothing  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  bjT  Mrs.  Walker  at 
any  given  time  shall  deprive  her  of  the  right  to  receive  from  the  trus- 
tees the  rifext  and  every  succeeding  payment  of  the  income  of  the  fund 
as  it  becomes  due.  But  if  she  be  put  to  her  election,  and  if  by  her  elec- 
tion she  deprives  herself  of  the  right  to  receive  subsequent  payments  of 
the  income  until  her  husband  and  children  are  compensated,  it  follows 
that  she  has  by  the  act  of  election,  or  by  the  default  in  performing  her 
covenant,  deprived  herself  of  the  benefit  of  the  income  in  the  way  of 
anticipation,  which  is  the  very  thing  which  the  settlement  declares  that 
she  cannot  do.  This  settlement,  therefore,  in  our  judgment,  contains  a 
declaration  of  a  particular  intention  inconsistent  with  the  doctrine  of 
election,  and  therefore  excludes  it. 

This  conclusion  appears  to  us  consonant  with  the  general  understand- 
ing of  men  and  women  in  England  at  the  present  day.  A  provision  for 
a  married  woman  who  is  restrained  from  anticipation  is  regarded  as 
giving  the  highest  security  known  to  the  law  that  the  married  woman 
shall,  come  what  may  to  herself  and  her  husband,  have  from  half-year 
to  half-year  some  moneys  paid  into  her  very  hands  to  increase  her  com- 
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forts  or  to  supply  her  with  maintenance.  And  this  security  would  be 
seriously  imperilled  if  by  the  doctrine  of  election  she  could  take  in  lieu 
of  this  inalienable  provision  a  sum  of  money  or  other  benefit  which  she 
might  forthwith  make  over  to  her  husband  or  squander  at  her  choice. 
Suppose,  to  imagine  events  which  nothing  in  the  present  case  suggests 
as  probable,  suppose  that  Mrs.  Walker  were  put  to  her  election,  that 
she  took  the  £8,000,  and  that  she  lost  her  annual  income  of  the  £5,000, 
and  immediately  squandered  or  lost  the  £8,000,  she  might  pass  the  rest 
of  her  life  in  that  very  poverty  and  need  against  which  the  inalienable 
provision  of  the  settlement  was  designed  to  protect  her. 

Hitherto  we  have  discussed  this  case  as  if  it  were  unaffected  by  au- 
thority. But  that  is  not  entirely  so.  In  WiUoughby  v.  Middleton, 
2  J.  &  II.  344.  the  late  Lord  Hatherley,  then  a  Vice-Chancellor,  de- 
cided that  a  married  woman  should  be  put  to  her  election  between 
certain  benefits  derived  under  a  will  for  her  separate  use  without  any 
restraint  on  anticipation,  and  the  life  interest  to  her  separate  use  with- 
out power  of  anticipation  given  to  her  under  a  settlement  executed  when 
she  was  an  infant;  and  the  decision  in  this  case  was  stated  without 
anv  expression  of  disapproval  by  Lord  Selborne  in  Codrington  v.  Lind- 
say, Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  578. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  George  Jessel, 
in  Smith  v.  Lucas,  18  Ch.  D.  531,  criticised  the  decision  of  Lord  Hath- 
erly  in  WiUoughby  v.  Middleton,  and  observed  forcibly  on  the  incon- 
veniences which  would  follow  if  that  decision  were  to  prevail;  and  this 
case  before  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was  referred  to  without  disapproval 
by  Earl  Selborne  in  the  House  cf  Lords  in  CahiU  v.  Cakill,  8  A  pp. 
I  120,  127.  Mr.  Justice  Chitty,  in  In  re  Whcatley,  27  Ch.  I).  G06, 
ha  i  followed  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls,  whilst  Mr.  Justice  Kay  has 
in  the  case  now  under  appeal  followed  Lord  Hatherley.  In  this  con- 
tliet  of  opinion  in  the  courts  of  the  first  instance  and  in  the  absence  of 
anv  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  or  in  this  court  we  feel  ourselves 
at  liberty,  and  therefore  hound,  to  decide  the  question  before  us  upon 
principle. 

Upon  principle  we  are  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  already  given,  that 
the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Kay  cannot  be  sustained,  and  we  discharge  the 
same,  and  declare  that  the  appellant  is  not  bound  to  elect. 

The  proceedings  in  the  present  case  have  arisen  out  of  the  payment 
into  court  under  the  Trostee  Relief  Act  of  the  £8,573,  representing  the 
I  gacv  given  to  .Mrs.  Walker  by  her  brother's  will.  In  that  matter  Bbe 
ented  a  petition,  and  she  subsequently  took  oul  an  originating  sum- 
mons for  the  decision  of  the  question,  and  the  trustees  of  the  b<  ttlement 
nave  represented  all  parties  contesting  Mrs.  Walker's  claim.    We  direct 

COStS  Of  lire.  Walker  to  lie  paid  out  of  the   fund    in  coiirl.  and  the 

ta  of  the  trustees  to  be  paid  oul  of  the  £5,000  In  which  she  is 

entitled  to  a  present  life  interest.1 

i  cf.  /;.  rr  Lord  Chethan,  81  Ch.  I>  166  1886) j  Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  [1892] 
1  <  i,     86    //      -  v   /    '• --,  [1901]  l  Ch.  B6L 
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Adjourned  summons.  William  Bradshaw  by  his  will,  dated  Janu- 
ary 22,  1853,  devised  and  bequeathed  a  portion  of  his  residuary  real 
and  personal  estate  to  a  trustee  upon  trust  to  pay  the  yearly  rents  and 
profits  thereof  to  his  son  Arthur  Bradshaw  during  his  life,  and  after  his 
decease  in  trust  for  all  and  every  or  such  one  or  more  exclusively  of 
the  other  or  others  of  the  children  or  other  issue  of  his  said  son  Arthur 
Bradshaw  (such  other  issue  to  be  born  within  the  limits  allowed  b}T 
law),  for  such  estate  or  estates,  and  if  more  than  one  in  such  propor- 
tions and  with  such  limitations  over  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  children 
or  other  issue  or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  with  such  restrictions  and  in 
all  respects  in  such  manner  as  his  said  son  Arthur  Bradshaw  should  by 
his  will  or  any  testamentary  writing  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  ap- 
pointment in  trust  for  all  and  ever}'  the  children  and  child  of  his  said 
son  Arthur  Bradshaw,  who  being  a  male  or  males  should  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  who  being  a  female  or  females  should  attain 
that  age  or  marry,  equally  to  be  divided  between  such  children,  if  more 
than  one,  as  tenants  in  common,  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  respectively,  and  if  there  should  be  but  one 
such  child,  then  the  whole  for  that  one,  his  or  her  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns  respectively. 

William  Bradshaw  died  on  July  12,  1855,  and  his  will  was  proved  on 
September  26,  1855. 

Arthur  Bradshaw  was  twice  married.  By  his  first  marriage  he  had 
two  children,  Arthur  Evelvn  Bradshaw  and  Margaret  Beatrice  Good. 
By  his  second  marriage  he  had  two  children,  Moe}r  Violet  Frances 
Bradshaw  and  William  Pat  Arthur  Bradshaw,  who  were  both  infants. 

Previously  to  the  second  marriage  two  deeds  of  covenant  were  exe- 
cuted by  Artliur  Bradshaw.  B}-  the  first  of  these  deeds,  dated  Febru- 
ary 7,  1893,  and  made  between  himself  of  the  first  part,  Arthur  Evelyn 
Bradshaw  of  the  second  part,  Margaret  Beatrice  Good  of  the  third  part, 
and  William  Graham  Bradshaw  of  the  fourth  part,  he  in  effect  cove- 
nanted to  appoint  to  his  son  and  daughter  not  less  than  one-third  part 
of  the  property  subject  to  the  power  of  appointment  given  to  him  b}- 
the  will  of  William  Bradshaw.  In  the  result  no  question  arose  as  to 
the  effect  of  this  covenant. 

By  the  second  of  these  deeds,  dated  February  8,  1893,  and  made 
between  Arthur  Bradshaw  of  the  first  part,  Maud  Annette  Letitia  Eliz- 
abeth, his  then  intended  wife,  of  the  second  part,  and  Francis  Cooper 
Dumville  Smythe,  Dudley  Ferrars  Loftus,  and  William  Graham  Brad- 
shaw of  the  third  part  (being  the  settlement  made  on  Arthur  Bradshaw's 
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second  marriage),  Arthur  Bradshaw  covenanted  with  the  parties  of  the 
third  part  that  if  the  said  intended  marriage  should  take  place,  he 
would,  in  exercise  of  the  power  reserved  to  him  by  the  will  of  William  ; 
Bradshaw,  by  will  appoint  and  direct  that  if  any  issue  of  the  said  mar- 
riage should  survive  him,  Arthur  Bradshaw,  a  part  or  share  of  the  sev- 
eral trust  real  and  personal  estates  by  the  will  of  William  Bradshaw 
directed  to  be  held  in  trust  for  Arthur  Bradshaw  and  his  children,  not 
being  of  less  value  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  Arthur  Bradshaw  than 
£6000,  should  from  his  death  be  held  by  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  of  the  will  of  William  Bradshaw  upon  trust  for  the  child  or 
children  or  issue  of  the  said  marriage  (such  issue  to  be  born  within 
twenty -one  years  from  the  death  of  Arthur  Bradshaw)  in  such  shares 
and  proportions  as  Arthur  Bradshaw  should  appoint ;  and  Arthur  Brad- 
shaw further  covenanted  with  the  parties  of  the  third  part  that,  in  case 
there  should  be  issue  of  the  marriage  living  at  his  death,  he  would  not 
exercise  the  power  of  testamentary  appointment  given  to  him  by  the 
will  of  William  Bradshaw  over  the  trust  premises  thereby  settled  in 
favor  of  his  children  or  issue  by  any  other  marriage,  so  as  by  any 
means  to  reduce  the  part  or  share  of  the  same  trust  premises  which  he 
had  thereby  covenanted  to  appoint  in  favor  of  the  child  or  children  of 
the  then  intended  marriage  to  a  less  amount  than  the  sura  of  j£6000,  or 
to  postpone  the  vesting  of  that  part  or  share  beyond  the  period  of  the 
death  of  him,  Arthur  Bradshaw. 

Arthur  Bradshaw  by  his  will  dated  April  9,  1896,  made  before  the 
birth  of  his  youngest  child,  in  execution  of  the  power  of  appointment 
Conferred  by  the  will  of  William  Bradshaw,  appointed  certain  freeholds 
to  Margaret  Beatrice  Good  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death  to  her  chil- 
dren  "then  living";  but  if  no  child  should  attain  a  vested  interest, 
then  in  the  same  manner  as  the  remainder  of  the  property  thereby  ap- 
pointed. The  testator  then  directed  and  appointed  that  the  remaining 
property  subject  to  the  power  of  appointment  and  all  other  his  real  and 
personal  estate  should  be  held  in  trust  as  to  three  equal  fifth  parts  for 
the  benefit  of  his  son  Arthur  Evelyn  Bradshaw  as  thereinafter  declared, 
and  U  to  the  remaining  two  equal  fifth  parts  for  the  benefit  of  his 
daughter  Bfoey  Violet  Frances  Bradshaw.  As  to  the  three-fifths,  the 
ator  declared  that  it  should  be  held  upon  trust  for  A.  K.  Bradshaw 
for  life,  and  after  bis  death  upon  certain  trusts  in  favor  of  his  children 
or  issue  "  then  living,"  and  in  the  event  of  his  son  leaving  no  child  who 
should  live  to  attain  a  vested  interest,  then  upon  the  trusts  declared 
concerning  the  two-fifths.  As  to  the  two-fifths  the  testator  directed 
that  the  same  should  be  held  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his 
daughter  M.  V.  P.  Bradshaw  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death  upon 
ain  trusts  in  favor  of  ber  children  "then  living,"  and  In  the  event 
of  his  said  daughter  leaving  no  child  who  should  attain  a  vested 
interest,  then  upon  the  trusts  declared  concerning  the  three-fifths. 
The  testator  appointed  his  son  A.  K.  Bradshaw  and  another  executors 
of  his  will. 
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The  testator  Artluir  Bradshaw  died  on  March  22,  1900,  and  his  will 
was  proved  by  A.  K.  Bradshaw  alone  on  June  23,  1900. 

It  was  nut  disputed  that  the  appointments  made  by  the  will  of  Arthur 
Bradshaw  subsequent  to  the  life  interests  of  Mrs.  Good,  A.  E.  Bradshaw, 
and  M.  V.  F.  Bradshaw  were  respectively  void  for  remoteness.  The 
gifts  in  favor  of  A.  E.  Bradshaw  and  M.  V.  F.  Bradshaw  and  their 
children  or  issue  extended  to  and  comprised  property  of  the  testator 
Arthur  Bradshaw  in  addition  to  the  property  settled  by  the  will  of  Wil- 
liam Bradshaw;  and  accordingly  the  question  arose  whether  A.  E. 
Bradshaw  and  M.  V.  F.  Bradshaw  were  bound  to  elect  between  the 
interests  they  took  in  Arthur  Bradshaw's  property  and  their  interests 
in  default  of  appointment  under  the  will  of  William  Bradshaw. 

Arthur  Evelyn  Bradshaw  had  four  children,  all  of  whom  were  infants. 
Mrs.  Good  had  one  child,  who  was  an  infant. 

This  summons  was  taken  out  b}-  Arthur  Evelyn  Bradshaw,  as  plain- 
tiff, against  the  trustees  of  the  indentures  of  February  7  and  8,  1893, 
Maud  A.  L.  E.  Bradshaw,  Margaret  B.  Good,  Moey  Violet  F.  Brad- 
shaw, William  Pat  Arthur  Bradshaw,  the  four  infant  children  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  infant  child  of  Mrs.  Good  as  defendants,  for  the  de- 
termination of  numerous  questions  arising  in  the  administration  of  the 
estate  of  Arthur  Bradshaw,  and  in  particular  (a)  whether  any  case  of 
election  was  raised  by  the  will  of  Arthur  Bradshaw,  and  (Jj)  for  the 
direction  of  the  Court  as  to  whether  any  and  what  provision  ought  to 
be  made  out  of  the  estate  of  Arthur  Bradshaw  for  the  purpose  of  satis- 
fying the  covenants  contained  in  the  indenture  of  February  8,  1893, 
in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  such  covenants  remained 
unsatisfied. 

The  question  of  election  was  first  argued. 

Warrington,  K.  C,  and  R.  J.  Parker,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gatey,  for  the  four  children  of  the  plaintiff. 

Hughes,  K.  C,  and  Stewart- Smith,  for  Moey  V.  F.  Bradshaw. 

Rensliaw,  K.  C,  and  Vaughan  Hawkins,  for  Mrs.  Good. 

E.  Beaumont,  for  the  child  of  Mrs.  Good. 

Hull,  for  the  trustees  of  the  marriage  settlement  and  the  widow. 

P.  0.  Lawrence,  K.  C.,  and  G.  Cave,  for  the  son  by  the  second 
marriage. 

Kkkewich,  J.  The  question  is  whether  what  has  occurred  here  raises 
a  right  or  responsibility  of  election.  Although,  perhaps,  the  matter  is 
somewhat  elementary,  yet  it  is  well  to  consider  what  a  right  or  respon- 
sibility of  election  is.  The  authorities  which  have  been  cited  show  suffi- 
ciently the  nature  of  the  doctrine  of  election.  In  the  case  of  In  re 
Brooksbank,  34  Ch.  D.  163,  Kay,  J.,  after  referring  to  Whistler  v. 
Webster,  2  Ves.  Jr.  367;  2  R.  R.  260,  says  this:  "When  a  person  pur- 
ports under  a  power  of  appointment  to  give  property  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  power  to  persons  who  are  not  objects  of  the  power,  that 
is  to  say.  in  fact,  to  exercise  a  power  which  he  has  not  got ;  that  if  to 
the  person  who  would  be  defeated  by  that  gift  free  disposable  property 
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belonging  to  the  testator  is  given  by  the  same  instrument  that  raises  a 
case  of  election.  I  have  always  understood  that  when  a  person  coming 
to  claim  under  an  instrument  says,  if  it  be  a  will,  '  pay  me  the  legacy,' 
or  •  band  over  to  me  the  particular  property  given  to  me  by  that  instru- 
ment,' the  executors  have  the  right  to  say  'you  must  conform  to  all  the 
provisions  of  the  instrument.'  And  if  the  instrument  also  disposes, 
or  purports  to  dispose,  of  property  which  belongs  by  paramount  title  to 
the  person  claiming  under  it,  a  case  of  election  arises,  and  he  cannot 
take  under  it  the  benefit  which  it  gives  him  unless  he  is  prepared  to  ful- 
fil the  gift  which  it  purports  to  make  of  his  own  property.  In  short 
the  rule  maj-  be  stated  in  this  form,  that  no  one  can  take  under  and 
against  the  same  instrument,  but  taking  under  it  is  bound  to  fulfil  all 
its  provisions." 

That  is  the  learned  judge's  account  of  the  doctrine  of  election,  and  it 
is  useful  for  the  present  purpose.  It  is  important  to  remember  on  what 
the  doctrine  is  founded.  It  has  been  argued  that  if  the  doctrine  is  ap- 
plied to  this  case,  the  Court  will  be,  in  some  wa}*  or  other,  managing 
to  support  a  gift  which  the  law  declares  void,  and  it  is  said,  on  the 
authority  of  some  cases  to  which  I  will  refer,  that  the  court  will  not 
uphold  such  a  mischievous  result  as  that  a  testator  may  by  means  of 
the  doctrine  of  election  enforce  what  he  has  no  right  to  enforce.  That 
view  seems  to  me  to  be  not  altogether  a  correct  one,  and  I  think  that, 
so  far  as  it  is  incorrect,  it  is  disposed  of  by  the  statement  of  the  law 
b}'  Lord  Cairns  in  moving  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in 
Cooper  v.  Cooper,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  67  (a  case  which  in  other  respects 
need  not  be  referred  to):  "  The  rule,  as  was  said  during  the  argument 
at  the  bar,  does  not  proceed  either  upon  an  expressed  intention,  or 
upon  a  conjecture  of  a  presumed  intention,  but  it  proceeds  on  a  rule  of 
equity  founded  upon  the  highest  principles  of  equity,  and  as  to  which 
the  Court  does  not  occupy  itself  in  finding  out  whether  the  rule  was 
present  or  was  not  present  to  the  mind  of  the  patty  making  the  will." 
I  am  not  going  to  suppose  that  this  testator  wished  to  fulfil  this  gift, 
which  the  law  did  not  enable  him  to  fulfil,  by  the  doctrine  of  election  or 
anything  depending  on  it.  If  the  doctrine  of  election  applies,  it  is 
because  of  those  high  principles  of  equity  of  which  Lord  Cairns  speaks. 
The  testator  Arthur  Bradshaw  had  a  power  to  appoint  among  children, 
lie  purported  to  exercise  the  power  so  as  to  give  to  persons  to  whoni 
the  law  would  not  allow  him  to  give,  by  reason  of  the  rale  against  per- 
petuities, and  therefore  the  appointment  to  those  persons  was  bad.  The 
result  is  that  the  property  which  he  purported  to  dispose  of  goes  to 
those  who,  under  the  original  will  of  William  Bradshaw,  take  in  default 
of  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment  ;  but  to  those  very  persons 
Arthur  Bradshaw  has  given  what  Kay,  J.,  refers  to  as  "  free  disposable 
property"  property  which  was  bis  own  and  which  he  might  give,  in 
a  legal  manner,  as  he  pleased  ;  the  result  being  that  those  persons  who 
take  in  default  of  appointment  are  themselves  beneficiaries  under  Arthur 
Bradshaw's  will.      If  the  doctrine  of  election  applies,  it  compels  them 
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to  make  good  out  of  what  they  take  the  interests  which  arc  defeated  by 
their  insisting,  as  they  do,  upon  the  appointment  being  void  for  re- 
moteness.      I  do  not  myself  see   what  the  difference   in  principle  is 
between  an  appointment  becoming  void  for  that  reason,   and  an  ap- 
pointment such  as  is  mentioned  by  Kay,  J.,  referring  to    Whistler  v. 
Webster,  to  persons  who  are  not  objects  of  the  power.     Whether  the 
appointment  fails  because  it   offends   against   some   rule  of   law,  or 
whether  it  fails  because  it  offends  against  the  rule  of  construction  of 
the  will,  which  is  that  the  donee  may  appoint  to  certain  persons  and  no 
others,  seems  to  me,  with  all  deference  to  those  who  entertain  a  con- 
trary opinion,  not  to  matter  one  jot.     In  either  case  it  fails,  and  on  its 
tailing  the  property  goes  to  those  who  take  in  default  of  appointment. 
But  it  has  seemed  otherwise  to  other  judges,  and  I  have  to  determine 
whether  I  can  properly  follow  those  other  judges.     If  I  had  a  direct 
expression  of  opinion  by  a  judge,  or  still  more  by  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
I  should  be  bound  to  follow  it  and  leave  it  to  some  higher  tribunal  to 
set  me  right.     But  I  am  by  no  means  sure  that  there  is  any  such  ex- 
pression.    The  point  is  noticed  by  James,  V.  C,  whose  dictum  on  a 
question  of  equity  is,  I  need  not  say,  entitled  to  the  highest  respect,  in 
Wn/lastou  v.  King,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  165.     But  certainly  this  is  no  more 
than  a  dictum.     The  question  he  had  to  decide,  which  did  not  at  all 
raise  the  question  which  is  to  be  decided  in  this  case,  is  accurately 
stated  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the  head-note:  "Held,  also,  that  the 
rule  as  to  election  was  applicable  only  as  between  a  gift  under  a  will 
and  a  claim  dehors  the  will  and  adverse  to  it,  and  not  as  between 
one  clause  in  a  will  and  another  clause  in  the  same  will,  and  that  there- 
fore the  daughters  were  not  put  to  their  election."    That  was  the  point 
he  had  to  decide.     But  there  was  likewise  an  appointment  void  for  re- 
moteness, and  it  was  held  that  the  appointed  property  went  over  to  the 
persons  claiming  in  default  of  appointment,  and  James,  V.  C,  said, 
L.  R.  8  Eq.  175 :   "It  is  also  material  that  the  reason  wh}'  the  gift  fails 
is  that  there  was  an  attempt  to  create  a  power  in  violation  of  the  rules 
of  law  "  ;  and  then  he  adds  :   "  I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  for  this  Court 
to  aid  such  an  attempt,  either  by  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of 
election  or  otherwise."     That  is  not  a  decision.     It  is  an  observation 
made  in  reference  to  a  point  which  was  not  before  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
and  I  do  not  think  I  can  regard  it  as  binding.     The  only  other  case  in 
which  the  point  has  been  dealt  with  is  In  re  Warren's  Trusts,  26  Ch. 
I).  208.    There  Pearson,  J.,  really  had  not  the  point  directly  before  him 
in  the  general  discussion  of  the  case.     When  he  came  to  the  end,  there 
was  apparently  a  point  raised  by  Mr.  Everitt,  who  referred  to  Wollas- 
ton  v.  King,  and  Pearson,  J.,  said  this  (26  Ch.  D.  219):  "How  can 
there  be  any  question  of  election?     I  must  read  the  will  as  if  the  in- 
valid appointment  were  not  in  it  at  all.     The  ordinary  case  of  election 
is  when  a  testator  attempts  to  give  by  his  will  property  which  belongs 
to  some  one  else.     Such  a  gift  is  not  ex  facie  void.     In  the  present 
case  it  is  the  law  which  disappoints  the  appointee.     The  gift  is  void  ex 
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facie."  He  says  that  election  does  not  apply  to  this  case  because  he 
has  not  got  in  the  will  that  which  raises  it,  and  he  says  he  has  not  got 
that  because  the  gift  being  ex  facie  void  he  is  bound  to  read  the  will  as 
if  it  were  not  there.  With  great  respect  to  the  learned  judge,  I  cannot 
help  thinking  there  is  a  slip  in  his  conclusion.  You  cannot  say,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  that  the  gift  is  not  in  the  will.  The  gift  is  in  the  will, 
and  is  void,  and  because  it  is  void  the  case  of  election  arises;  and  if 
I  am  right  in  saving  that  there  is  no  substantial  distinction  between  an 
appointment  to  a  person  not  an  object  of  the  power  and  an  appointment 
to  a  person  who  cannot  take  because  of  the  law  against  perpetuities, 
then  the  doctrine  of  election  must  be  applied.  There  was  a  case  in 
Ireland  of  In  re  Handcock's  Trusts,  23  L.  R.  Tr.  34,  which  is  entitled  to 
the  greatest  respect,  distinctly  following  what  was  supposed  to  have 
been  held  by  Pearson,  J.,  in  In  re  Warren's  Trusts,  and  by  James, 
V.  C,  in  WoUaston  v.  King,  and  yet  it  is  my  duty  not  to  bind  myself 
by  an  authority  which  is  not  binding,  if  I  cannot  reconcile  it  with  what 
I  conceive  to  be  the  doctrine  of  the  Court.  I  think  that,  as  in  the  case 
of  an  appointment  to  a  person  not  an  object  of  the  power  a  case  of 
election  is  raised,  so  in  the  case  of  an  appointment  such  as  this  which 
is  void  for  remoteness,  a  case  of  election  is  raised.  There  must  be  a 
declaration  that  the  persons  who  take  in  default  of  appointment  must 
elect  between  what  they  so  take  and  their  interests  in  the  property  of 
the  testator  Arthur  Bradshaw  which  passed  by  his  will.1 


IN   RE   OLIVER'S   SETTLEMENT. 

Chanckry  Division.     1904. 

[Reported  [1905]  1  Ch.  191.] 

Farwei.l,  J.2  The  testator  in  this  case  has  exercised  a  limited 
power  of  appointment  vested  in  him  in  such  a  way  as  to  contravene 
the  rule  against  perpetuities,  and  lias  by  the  same  instrument  given 
to  the  persons  entitled  in  default  of  appointment  benefits  out  of 
his  own  property.  The  question  for  my  determination  is,  Does  this 
raise  a  case  of  election?  I  reserved  my  judgment  because  there  is  a 
conflict  of  authorities  on  the  subject  by  reason  of  Kekewich,  J.'s  recent 
on  in  I"  re  Bradshaw,  [1902]  1  Ch.  486.  I  propose  first  to  con- 
sider the  question  on  principle,  and  then  to  examine  the  authorities. 

The  rule  againsl  perpetuities  i-  :i  comparatively  modern  development 

of  the  ancient  rule  of  English  law  that  one  of  the  inseparable  incidents 
of  property  is  the  right  of  alienation  by  appropriate  assurances.     The 

1  Part  of  the  opinion  ia  omitted. 

m  v.  Wkitridge,  DO  Md  248  (1904). 

2  i  inly  the  opinion  of  tlic  court  is  given. 
vol.  vi.  — 31 
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rale  is  one  of  public  policy,  and  it  has  always  been  considered  to  be 
the  duty  of  all  the  Courts  t<>  uphold  it,  not  to  assist  in  evading  it,  and 
accordingly  the  maxim  "  Quodcunque  prohibetur  fieri  ex  directo,pro- 
ur  et  per  obliquum  "  has  on  many  occasions  been  applied  so  as  to 
give  full  effect  to  this  rule.  It  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  well-known 
,  ase  <>i'  Spencer  v.  Duke  of  Marlborough  (1759),  1  Eden,  404;  (1763) 
S  Bro.  P.  C.  282,  where  Lord  Northington,  and  the  judges  who  advised 
the  House  of  Lords,  and  the  Lords  were  unanimous  in  applying  it. 
The  testator  in  that  case  attempted  to  evade  the  rule  by  creating  an 
estate  tail  with  powers  in  trustees  to  revoke  the  uses  from  time  to  time 
as  tenants  in  tail  were  born,  and  resettled  so  as  to  make  such  tenants 
in  tail  tenants  for  life  with  remainders  in  tail,  and  a  bill  was  fded  for 
the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  it  was  unsuccessfully  argued 
that,  though  estates  could  not  be  directly  limited  to  the  extent  desired, 
yet  that  the  Court  of  Chancery,  "  which  professes  to  regard  the  intent  of 
testators,  will  allow  it  to  be  done  arte  vel  ingenio,  and  per  obliquum." 

The  doctrine  of  election  is  a  rule  of  equity  by  virtue  of  which  the 
Court  of  Equity  compels  a  recipient  of  the  testator's  bounty  to  conform 
to  all  the  legal  provisions  of  the  will.  It  is  somewhat  startling  that 
this  Court  should  be  asked  to  extend  it  to  illegal  provisions,  and  to 
apply  its  doctrines  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  a  testator  to  evade  a 
rule  of  law  founded  on  public  policy.  Lord  Northington,  1  Eden,  417, 
puts  it  somewhat  strongly.  After  referring  to  the  various  attempts  that 
had  been  made  at  law  to  evade  the  rule  against  perpetuity,  he  says : 
"  It  seems  to  me  most  surprising,  that  after  these  puerile  attempts  had 
been  made  upon  the  narrow,  fettered,  and  technical  reasonings  of  Courts 
of  law,  and  been  rejected  and  exploded  with  contempt  and  derision, 
that  it  could  ever  have  entered  into  the  head  of  man  to  think,  that  he 
could  subvert  the  fundamental  principles  of  property,  by  the  aid  of  this 
Court."  And  Sir  Richard  Arden,  M.  R.,  in  Mainwaring  v.  Baxter 
(1800),  5  Ves.  458,  where  another  attempt  at  evading  the  rule  against 
perpetuities  was  made,  said  that  he  adopted  Lord  Northington's  words. 
Eekewich,  J.,  has  said,  and  it  is  the  basis  of  his  judgment,  that  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  appointment  fails  because  it  offends  some  rule 
of  law,  or  because  it  offends  the  construction  of  the  power.  With  all 
deference  to  him,  the  difference  appears  to  me  to  be  vital.  In  the  one 
case  the  testator  openly  and  avowedly  breaks  the  general  law,  and  asks 
the  Court  of  Equity  to  participate  in  his  illegal  act  by  giving  effect 
to  it ;  in  the  other  he  merely  attempts  to  exceed  the  limits  set  to  his 
power  by  the  donor  thereof  in  the  particular  case — limits  which  the 
donor  might  have  extended  without  any  breach  of  general  law.  Thus, 
limitations  which  infringe  the  rule  against  perpetuity  are  void  on  the 
face  of  the  will,  but  a  devise  of  Blackacre  by  a  testator  who  has  no 
interest  therein  is  not  illegal,  nor  is  it  void  on  the  face  of  the  will,  but 
depends  on  an  inquiry  into  the  testator's  title. 

It  is  the  well-known  distinction  pointed  out  by  Lord  Westbury  in 
Cooper  v.  Phtbbs  (1867),  L.  R.  2  II.  L.  149,  170,  between  the  general 
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law  of  the  country,  for  ignorance  of  which  no  one  is  excused,  and 
private  rights  which  depend  on  the  ascertainment  of  particular  facts. 

In  considering  a  will  this  Court  has  first  to  construe  the  words,  and 
then  to  apply  to  them  such  rules  of  general  law  (e.  g.,  the  rule  against 
perpetuity  or  the  Thellusson  Act)  as  may  be  appropriate.  Pearks  v. 
Moseley  (1880),  5  App.  Cas.  714.  If  it  thereupon  appears  that  there 
is  any  infringement  of  such  rules,  the  Court  is  bound  to  refuse  to  allow 
its  process  to  be  used  to  carry  out  such  illegalit}-,  and  that,  too, 
whether  an}-  of  the  parties  to  the  litigation  raise  the  objection  or  not. 
Evans  v.  Richardson  (1817),  3  Mer.  469.  How  is  this  compatible  with 
the  order  that  I  am  asked  to  make  here,  by  which  I  should  first  declare 
the  appointment  illegal  and  void  for  perpetuity  and  then  give  practical 
effect  to  it  by  putting  in  force  the  equitable  doctrine  of  election? 
There  is  certainly  no  novelty  in  the  statement  that  this  Court  will  refuse 
to  aid  a  testator  to  commit  any  breach  of  the  law.  Lord  Hardwicke 
explains  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  marshal  assets  in  favor  of  a  charity 
by  saying  that  he  "was  not  warranted  to  set  up  a  rule  of  equity,  con- 
trary to  the  common  rules  of  the  Court,  merely  to  support  a  bequest 
which  was  contrary  to  law."  Mogg  v.  Hodges  (1750),  2  Ves.  Sen.  52. 
Other  instances  will  be  found  referred  to  in  Lindley  on  Partnership, 
6th  ed.  pp.  110-114.  I  have  gone  into  this  more  fully  than  I  should 
have  otherwise  thought  necessary  out  of  deference  to  Kekewich,  J.'s 
judgment,  the  whole  foundation  of  which  is  that  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  appointment  fails  for  illegality  or  merely  on  a  point  of  construction, 
and  I  cau  only  say  that  on  principle  I  am  wholly  unable  to  agree  with 
him. 

But  when  I  come  to  the  authorities  on  the  particular  point  before 
me,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  an  overwhelming  concurrence  of  judi- 
cial opinion  against  Kekewich,  J.'s  view.  The  first  case  is  WoUaston 
v.  King  1 1869),  L.  R.  8  Eq.  165,  175,  before  James,  V.  C.  It  is  said 
that  the  Vice-Chancellor's  statement  is  only  a  dictum.  I  doubt  if  it  is 
so  ;  it  seems  to  me  to  be  one  of  several  reasons  for  his  judgment.  He 
says  :  "It  is  also  material  that  the  reason  why  the  gift  fails  is  that 
there  was  an  attempt  to  create  a  power  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  law. 
I  apprehend  that  it  is  not  for  this  Court  to  aid  such  an  attempt,  either 
bv  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  election  or  otherwise."  But  if  it 
be  a  dictum  only,  it  comes  from  a  great  judge,  and  I  desire  to  adopt  it 
as  in  my  opinion  a  correct  statement.  The  next  case  is  In  re  Warren's 
Trusts,  26  Ch.D.208,  219,  which  is  an  express  decision  of  Pearson,  J., 
exactly  in  point.  It  is  said  that  it  was  not  argued  ;  but  I  cannot  re- 
gard the  decision  as  of  less  freight,  because  the  judge  obviously  thought 
the  point  unarguable,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  the  decision  has  ever 
before  been  doubted.  But  the  case  does  not  rest  there,  for  the  point 
has  recently  been  before  a  strong  Court  of  Appeal  In  Ireland  In  In  re 
Handoock**  Trusts,  28  L.  EL  lr.  84,  and  they  unanimously  approved 
In  re  Warren's  Trusts  and  Wollaston  v.  King.  Their  decision  is 
not,  of  course,   binding  on  the    English   Courts,   but  I    cannot  help 
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feeling  more  confidence  in  the  decision  at  which  I  have  arrived 
when  1  find  it  shared  by  Lord  Ashbourne,  L.  C,  and  FitzGibbon, 
Naish,  and  Barry,  L.  JJ.,  and  similar  reasons  given.  These  reasons 
may  be  summarized  from  pp.  <17  and  48  of  the  report  thus:  That  the 
Court  refused  to  trench  on  the  rule  against  perpetuity,  a  rule  introduced 
on  grounds  of  public  policy,  or  to  aid  in  tying  up  trust  property  for  a 
period  beyond  legal  limits.  They  would  not  allow  the  Court  to  be  put 
to  carry  out  an  appointment  of  the  settled  fund  in  violation  of  the  rule 
against  perpetuity.  I  therefore  respectfully  decline  to  follow  In  re 
Bradshaw,  [1002]  1  Ch.  436,  and  I  declare  the  limitations  in  this  will, 
being  illegal  and  void  for  perpetuity,  cannot  be  used  to  raise  any  case 
of  election  in  this  Court.  It  is  perhaps  hardly  necessary  to  add  that 
tin1  fact  that  the  limitations  also  exceed  the  limits  of  the  power  is  im- 
material. The  Court  is  bound  on  finding  illegality  to  refuse  to  assist 
in  carrying  it  out. 

Stafford  Crossman,  for  the  trustee. 

Baker,  for  the  children  of  Mrs.  Reynolds  other  than  F.  W.  Reynolds, 
the  eldest  son. 

L.  Ryland,  for  Mrs.  Re3'nolds'  legal  personal  representatives. 

Sherrington,  for  Mrs.  Frith. 

E.  Ford,  for  Mrs.  Leigh. 

H.  A.  Smith,  for  persons  claiming  under  the  heir-at-law  of  William 
Chard  the  elder. 

Ehjood,  for  F.  W.  Reynolds.1 


IN  RE  BOOTH. 

Chancery  Division.     1906. 

Reported  [1906]  2  Ch.  321. 

Joseph  Booth,  the  testator,  was  at  his  death  absolutely  entitled  to 
four  small  pieces  of  copyhold  property,  which  were  distinguished  in  the 
Master's  certificate,  hereinafter  mentioned,  by  the  letters  A,  B,  C,  E. 
He  was  also  entitled  for  his  life,  under  a  settlement  created  by  a  sur- 
render to  trustees  dated  September  23,  1874,  to  four  other  pieces  of 
copyhold  property,  distinguished  in  the  said  certificate  b}r  the  letters 
F,  G,  H,  I,  but  over  these  he  had  no  power  of  disposition.  In  the 
events  which  had  happened  they  were  held  at  his  death  in  trust  for  all 
his  children  who  attained  twenty-one  in  equal  shares  absolutely. 

It  will  be  convenient  to  refer  to  the  different  properties  by  the  letters 
used  by  the  Master. 

1  See,  accord,  In  re  Peaks'   Settlement,  [1905]  1  Ch.  256;   In  re   Wright,  [1906] 
2  Ch.  288. 
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The  testator  died  in  1901,  having  by  his  will  appointed  Joseph 
William  Booth  and  James  Stephenson  executors  and  trustees,  and 
made  the  following  devises:  (1.)  A,  B,  C,  and  F  to  his  trustees  upon 
trust  to  sell  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  pay  certain  mortgage  debts,  and 
to  divide  the  residue  of  the  proceeds  equally  between  his  daughter  Mary 
Jane  Robinson  (in  the  will  called  Jane  Booth),  Ann  Booth  (the  widow 
of  his  deceased  son  John  Booth),  Robert  Booth  (the  son  of  his  eldest 
daughter  Elizabeth),  and  such  of  the  children  of  his  son  John  Booth  as 
might  be  alive  at  his  death;  (2.)  G,  H,  and  E  to  his  daughter  Annie 
Booth  absolutely  ;  (3.)  I  to  his  son  Joseph  William  Booth. 

The  testator's  will  was  proved  on  June  25,  1901.  This  summons 
was  taken  out  by  the  trustees  in  1903  for  the  determination,  among 
others,  of  the  question  whether  and  to  what  extent  the  persons  entitled 
to  real  estate  under  the  said  settlement  were  put  to  their  election,  as  be- 
tween their  interests  under  the  said  settlement  and  their  interests  under 
the  said  will,  and,  if  this  question  were  answered  in  the  affirmative,  that 
all  necessary  directions  might  be  given  by  the  Court  as  to  the  adjustment 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties  by  way  of  compensation  or  otherwise. 

By  the  order  made  on  this  summons  on  April  21,  1904,  certain  ques- 
tions not  requiring  a  report  were  answered,  and  inquiries  were  directed, 
among  others,  which  of  the  persons  interested  under  the  will  were  en- 
titled to  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  settlement,  and  in  what 
shares,  and  what  were  the  values  of,  and  the  incumbrances  on,  the 
different  properties  expressed  to  be  devised  by  the  will. 

The  Master's  certificate  in  answer  to  these  inquiries,  dated  February 
23,  1906,  certified  that  the  persons  who  were  at  the  date  of  the  tes- 
tator's death  entitled  to  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement  and 
their  respective  shares  were  :  — 

(1.)    Mary  Jane  Robinson,  testator's  daughter    .     .  One-fifth 
(2.)    Joseph  William  Booth,  testator's  son    .     .     .  One-fifth 
(3.)    Annie  Booth,  testator's  daughter       ....  One-fifth 
(4.)    Joseph   Longstaffe  Booth,  heir-at-law  of  tes- 
tator's son  Thomas One-fifth 

(5.)    Francis   Booth,  heir-at-law  of  testator's   son 

John One-fifth 

The  plaintiff  Joseph  William  Booth  died  between  the  date  of  the  tes- 
tator's death  and  that  of  the  certificate,  having  devised  his  share  under 
the  settlement  to  Annie  Booth. 

The  values  of  the  properties  were  certified  as  follows:  — 

c 

A,  1'.,  C,  together  £790,  less  mortgage  for  £620  .    .    .     170 

B,  £800,  less  share  of  mortgage,  £65       235 

Total  properties  passing  under  will 1405 
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£ 

F 435 

G 400 

II 340 

I 1420 

Total  properties  comprised  in  settlement     .     .     .  2595 
Mortgage  to  be  deducted  ratably        535 

£2060 


The  persons  entitled  under  the  settlement  were  all  of  full  age,  and 
elected  to  take  under  the  settlement  and  against  the  will. 

The  result  of  the  facts  so  certified  was  that  of  the  parties  who  were 
interested  under  the  settlement  Maiy  Jane  Robinson,  Annie  Booth  (the 
testator's  daughter),  and  Francis  Booth  (the  heir  of  John),  took  under 
the  will  interests  in  the  testator's  own  propert}',  out  of  which  they 
were  clearly  bound  to  make  compensation  to  the  persons  disappointed 
by  their  election.  But  the  will  also  purported  to  give  them  interests  in 
the  settled  property  in  respect  of  which  thej-  were  disappointed  by  the 
election  and  had  a  claim  to  compensation. 

Robert  Booth,  Ann  Booth  (the  widow  of  John  Booth),  and  the  chil- 
dren of  John  Booth  took  under  the  will  interests  in  the  settled  property 
of  which  the}-  were  disappointed  by  the  election,  but  they  had  no  in- 
terest under  the  settlement.  They  were  therefore  entitled  to  compen- 
sation, but  no  compensation  could  be  claimed  against  them. 

Joseph  Longstaffe  Booth,  the  heir  of  Thomas  Booth,  took  a  share 
under  the  settlement,  but  took  no  benefit  under  the  will,  and  therefore 
was  not  bound  to  make  any  compensation. 

The  case  now  came  on  for  further  consideration. 

George  Lawrence,  for  the  trustees. 

Fischer  Williams,  for  Annie  Booth  (the  testator's  daughter). 

Sheldon,  for  Mary  Jane  Robinson  and  Francis  Booth. 

Bolt,  for  Ann  Booth  (the  widow  of  John  Booth). 

Charles  Tennyson,  for  Alfred  Booth  (the  younger  son  of  John 
Booth). 

/•,'.  S.  Ford,  for  Joseph  Longstaffe  Booth. 

Mvixfkn  Eady,  J.  In  the  absence  of  authorit}',  and  on  principle,  I 
do  not  see  how  I  can  decide  that  this  compensation  is  not  a  benefit  re- 
ceived under  the  will  within  the  doctrine  of  election.  The  doctrine  is 
stated  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Rogers  v.  Jones,  3  Ch.  D.  689,  thus  :  "  If  a 
person  whose  property  a  testator  affects  to  give  away  takes  other  bene- 
fits under  the  same  will,  and  at  the  same  time  elects  to  keep  his  own 
property,  he  must  make  compensation  to  the  person  affected  by  his 
election  to  an  extent  not  exceeding  the  benefits  he  receives." 

In  other  words,  so  far  as  he  receives  benefit  under  the  will,  he  must 
give  effect  to  the  testator's  intention.     I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  said 


CHAP.  II.]  JONES    V.    KNAPPEK.  487 

that  this  compensation  is  not  a  benefit  received  under  the  will.  The 
title  of  the  person  who  receives  it  begins  with  a  bequest  under  the  will. 
He  obtains  compensation  instead  of  the  property.  In  my  opinion  he 
must  pay  compensation  out  of  all  the  benefits  received  by  him  under 
the  will,  including  any  compensation  paid  to  him  by  any  other  bene- 
ficiary whose  election  to  take  against  the  will  has  disappointed  him. 


JONES    v.    KNAPPEN. 

Supreme  Court  of  Vermont.     1891. 

[Reported  G3  Vt.  391.] 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  distributing 
the  estate  of  Loyal  C.  Remcle.  Trial  by  court  at  the  December  term, 
1890,  Start,  J.,  presiding. 

The  appellants  except. 

The  following  was  the  will  of  the  testator,  omitting  the  specific 
legacies  to  persons  other  than  his  wife:  "First,  I  give,  devise  and 
bequeath  to  my  wife,  Alma  Remele,  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars, 
and  direct  that  my  administrator  in  addition  thereto  pay  to  her  and  for 
her  benefit  the  use  and  income  of  all  my  estate  as  long  as  she  shall  live. 
At  her  decease,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  my  estate  that  ma}-  be 
remaining  as  follows,  namely :  .  .  .  And  the  rest,  residue  and  re- 
mainder of  my  estate,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  myself  and  my  wife,  one-half  to  the  next  of  kin  of  myself,  to  be 
distributed  according  to  the  law  of  intestate  estates,  and  the  other 
halfofsaid  residue,  to  the  next  of  kin  of  my  wife,  Alma,  as  if  it  was 
her  estate,  to  be  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  intestate  estates." 

The  decree  of  the  County  Court  was  as  follows  : 

1.  That  the  said  legacy  of  five  hundred  dollars  to  said  Iliram  Alden, 
lapsed  by  his  decease  lief  ire  the  testator. 

2.  That  all  the  legacies  given  by  said  will,  as  well  the  pecuniary  as 
the  residuary  legacies,  excepting  only  Baid  legacy  to  Hiram  Alden  and 
the  legacies  given  to  Baid  widow,  vested  in  said  legatees  respectively  at 
the  decease  of  the  testator,  but  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  same  is  post- 
poned to  the  time  of  the  decease  of  said  widow. 

:;.  That  the  period  of  enjoyment  of  said  legacies  is  in  no  case  acceler- 
ated by  the  election  of  said  widow  declining  to  accepl  the  provisions 
made  for  her  In  and  by  said  will,  but  thai  the  time  of  enjoyment  of  each 
and  all  of  said  legacies,  as  well  residuary  as  pecuniary,  remains  the 
sane-  as  it"  said  widow  had  taken  the  provisions  made  for  her  In  and  by 
Baid  will. 

And  it  is  hereby ,  pro  forma  and  without  hearing,  decreed  that  said 
administrator  be,  and  he  is  hereby  directed  by  this  court  to  hold  the 
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said  portion  of  said  estate  so  in  his  hands  remaining,  that  is  to  say, 
saij  sum  of  $8,899.75,  until  such  time  as  said  widow  shall  decease,  and 
in  tlic  meantime  to  keep  the  same  invested  in  Bafe  and  productive  secu- 
rities, and  to  receive,  retain  and  re-invest  the  income  thereof; 

Ami  upon  the  decease  of  said  Alma  Remele,  widow  as  aforesaid,  to 
turn  such  securities  into  cash,  and  out  of  the  same  to  pay  all  the  said 
pecuniary  legacies  (not  including  said  legacy  to  said  Hiram  Alden  nor 
said  legacy  to  said  widow,  Alma  Remele),  with  interest  from  the  de- 
cease of  said  Alma,  and  to  distribute  and  pay  out  the  residue  thereof, 
less  administration  expenses,  to  said  residuary  legatees  in  the  shares  and 
proportions  following,  that  is  to  say  :  .  .  .  And  the  reversion  of  the 
widow's  dower  is  reserved  for  further  decree. 

The  remaining  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Bliss  &  Royce,  for  the  appellants. 
oart  &   Wilds,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Ross,  C.  J.  Hiram  Alden  died  before  the  testator.  The  legacy  was 
to  him  alone,  and  not  to  him  or  his  heirs.  It  lapsed  by  his  decease 
antedating  the  testator.  It  is  not  otherwise  contended.  Careton  v. 
Murrey,  94  Am.  Dec.  152  and  note. 

2.  The  testator,  in  addition  to  a  specific  devise  to  his  wife,  gave  her 
the  use  and  income  of  his  estate  during  her  natural  life.  He  then  pro- 
ceeds. "  At  her  decease  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  my  estate  that 
may  be  remaining  as  follows."  He  then  gives  certain  sums  to  indi- 
vidual legatees,  and  the  residue  to  the  next  of  kin  of  himself,  and  of 
his  wife,  to  be  divided  one-half  to  the  next  of  kin  of  each.  The  next 
of  kin  of  each  were  ascertainable  at  the  decease  of  the  testator.  The 
contention  is  whether  the  estate  vested  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or 
at  the  decease  of  the  taker  for  life.  The  language  used  is  as  consistent 
with  an  intention  to  postpone  the  enjoyment  only,  as  to  postpone  the 
vesting  of  the  remainder.  Unless  the  language  of  the  testator  when 
applied  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  clearly  indicates  a  contrary 
intention,  the  law  favors  the  vesting  of  remainders  on  the  death  of  the 
testators  when  the  will  becomes  operative.  Such  is  presumed  to  be  the 
testator's  intention  unless  the  contrary  appears.  In  re  Tucker's  Will, 
21  Atl.  R.  272,  63  Vt.  10  1  ;  Nodine  v.  Greenfield,  7  Paige's  Ch.  544, 
(4  Law.  Ed.  N.  Y.  Ch.  R.  267  and  note)  ;  De  Peyster  v.  Clendining, 
id.  434  and  note.  (8  Paige's  Ch.  295.)  If  the  language  of  the  will 
imports  a  present  bequest  of  property  to  be  distributed  at  a  period  sub- 
sequent to  the  death  of  testator,  the  persons  in  esse  at  the  time  of  his 
(hath,  will  as  a  rule  take  a  vested  interest.  Collins  v.  Collins,  5  Law. 
Ed.  X.  Y.  Ch.  R.  523  and  note.     (2  Paige's  Ch.  9.) 

So,  where  the  benefit  of  a  legacy  is  given  for  life  to  one,  and  after 
his  decease  to  another,  the  interest  of  the  second  legatee  is  generally 
vested,  and  passes  to  the  heirs  of  the  second  legatee,  though  he  die 
during  the  existence  of  the  life  of  the  first  taker.  Barker  v.  Woods, 
7  Law.  Ed.  N.  Y.  Ch.  R.  265  and  note.     (1  Sand.  Ch.  129.)     We  think 
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the  language  used  by  the  testator  was  intended  only  to  postpone  the 
enjoyment  of  the  estate,  the  life  use  of  which  was  given  to  his  wife  ; 
and  that  the  legatees,  including  the  next  of  kin,  took  a  vested  interest 
in  the  estate,  if  the  estate  was  sufficiently  large  to  reach  the  next  of 
kin,  under  the  clause  disposing  of  the  residue. 

3.  The  widow  waived  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and  took  the  share 
of  the  estate  allowed  by  law.  The  contention  is  whether  this  waiver 
accelerated  the  time  when  the  special  legatees  and  next  of  kin  are  to 
come  into  the  enjoyment  of  the  respective  proportions  of  the  estate. 
Generally  the  termination  of  the  life  estate  before  the  decease  of  the 
life  tenant,  lets  the  reversioner  into  immediate  enjoyment  of  the  estate. 
When  the  widow  waives  the  provisions  of  the  will,  and  takes  under  the 
law,  such  action  usually  diminishes  the  amount  of  the  estate  available 
for  the  other  legatees  or  devisees  pro  rata,  and  it  is  equitable  that  they 
should  come  earlier  into  the  enjoyment  of  their  diminished  legacies 
to  compensate  them  for  the  diminution  caused  by  such  action.  Such 
waiver  blots  out  all  the  provisions  of  will  for  the  widow,  and  leaves  the 
remaining  provisions  of  the  will  in  force,  to  be  accommodated  equitably 
to  the  state  of  the  testator's  property  as  left  by  such  action.  The 
testator  in  the  present  case  left  about  $15,000  in  property.  He  gave 
his  wife  §1,000  of  this,  and  the  use  and  income  of  all  of  his  estate  dur- 
ing life.  In  specific  pecuniary  legacies  to  be  paid  at  her  decease,  he 
disposes  of  87,500  of  the  estate  of  which  she  was  given  the  use  for  life> 
and  the  residue  he  gave  to  be  divided  half  and  half  between  his  next  of 
kin,  and  her  next  of  kin.  The  action  of  the  widow  in  waiving  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will,  and  taking  what  the  law  allows,  operated  to  diminish 
largely  the  residue  of  the  estate  given  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator 
and  of  his  wife,  if  distribution  is  to  be  made  at  once.  There  is  enough 
of  the  estate  remaining  to  pay  the  specific  pecuniary  legacies  in  full. 
But  these  legatees  will  receive  just  what  the  testator  set  apart  for  them 
if  the  payment  of  their  legacies  is  postponed  until  the  decease  of  the 
widow.  Such  postponement  would  to  some  extent,  and  perhaps  wholly 
compensate  the  next  of  kin.  for  the  diminution  caused  by  the  action  of 
the  widow,  of  that  part  of  the  estate  given  by  the  testator  to  them.  I 
have  found  very  few  decided  cases  where  the  action  of  the  widow  has 
affected  the  relative  rights  of  the  specific  and  residuary  legatees  as  it 
docs  in  the  case.  It  is  the  first  time  this  precise  question  hits  been 
considered  by  this  court.  Firth  v.  Denny,  2  Allen,  468,  presented  this 
identical  question.  Without  any  discussion  of  the  question  of  acceler- 
ation of  payment  of  specific  pecuniary  legacies,  it  was  held  that  the 
estate  should  be  held  to  accumulate  fur  the  benefit  of  the  residuary 
legatees,  until  the  decease  of  the  widow.  This  question  i>  raised  and 
decided  /"  /•<  Ferguson'*  Estate,  188  Penn.  208(20  At.  R.  945).  It 
is  there  held  that  the  election  of  the  widow  to  take  under  the  law,  was 

equivalent  to  her  death,  ami  that  what  remained  of  the  estate  after  the 
willow  took  what  the  law  allowed  should  he  distributed  at  once, 
although  such   holding  operated    wholly   to  disappoint    the    residuary 
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legatee.  The  court  rests  this  decision  largely  upon  Coovet's  Appealf 
71  Pa.  St.  143.  An  examination  of  that  case  shows  that  it  did  not 
present  the  identical  contention  under  consideration.  The  testator 
gave  his  wile  a  life  estate,  and  the  remainder  he  divided  into  ten  equal 
shares,  and  gave  each  share  to  a  particular  individual,  or  her  lawful 
issue,  with  a  further  provision  for  its  distribution,  in  case  the  individual 
died  without  issue.  It  did  not  present  the  question  of  the  effect  of 
such  election,  when  it  operated  to  diminish  the  portion  given  to  one 
class  of  Legatees  onlj'.  In  Sandoe's  Appeal,  Go  Pa.  St.  314,  the  elec- 
tion of  the  widow  operated  to  affect  some  of  the  specific  legatees  un- 
equally. The  court  state  this  to  be  the  rule  in  such  a  case.  "The 
rule  in  equity  treats  the  substituted  devises  and  bequests  to  the  wife, 
as  a  trust  in  her  for  the  benefit  of  the  disappointed  claimants,  to  the 
amount  of  their  interest  therein,  and  the  court  will  assume  jurisdiction 
to  sequester  the  benefit  intended  for  the  refusing  wife,  in  order  to  secure 
compensation  in  those  whom  her  election  disappoints."  Woer.  Am. 
Law  of  Administrators,  119,  sa3-s  on  this  subject:  "  The  rejection  by 
the  widow  of  the  provisions  made  for  her  by  will,  generally  results  in 
the  diminution  or  contravention  of  devises  and  legacies  to  other  parties. 
The  rule  in  such  case  is  that  the  devise  or  legacy  which  the  widow  re- 
jects is  to  be  applied  in  compensation  of  those  whom  her  election  dis- 
appoints. To  the  same  effect  is  Wood  v.  Wood,  1  Met.  Ky.  512  ;  and 
Dean  v.  Hart,  62  Ala.  308.  This  same  result  in  principle  is  reached 
by  accelerating  the  enjoyment  of  the  remainder,  when  the  election  of 
the  widow  only  affects  equally  those  to  whom  the  remainder  is  given. 
Fox  v.  Burner//,  68  Me.  121  ;  State  v.  Smith,  16  B.  J.  Lea,  Tenn. 
662;  Holderby  v.  Walker,  3  Jones  Eq.  46;  Robinson  v.  Harrison, 
2  Tenn.  Ch.  11  ;  Armstrong  v.  Park,  Hum.  (Tenn.  R.)  195;  Capron  v. 
Capron,  6  Mackey,  340,  (12  Cent.  Rep.  43).  In  Adams  v.  Gillespie, 
2  Jones  Eq.  245,  the  facts  appear  to  raise  the  question  raised  by  the 
case  at  bar,  but  the  decision  does  not  touch  upon  it  further  than  to 
hold  that  the  election  of  the  widow  removed  her  life  estate  from  the 
property,  and  accelerated  the  enjoyment  of  the  next  life  taker.  The 
other  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  do  not  bear  specially 
upon  the  point  under  consideration.  The  controlling,  and,  we  think 
the  more  reasonable  principle,  announced  in  most  of  these  cases,  is  the 
one  expressed  by  Woerner,  supra,  viz.,  to  use  the  renounced  devises 
and  legacies  given  by  the  will  to  the  widow,  to  compensate  as  far  as 
ma}-  be,  the  devises  and  legacies  diminished  by  such  renunciation. 
When  the  remaindermen  are  affected  pro  rata  by  such  renunciation, 
acceleration  of  the  enjoyment  of  their  devises  or  legacies,  diminished 
proportionally,  will  equitably  compensate  them,  so  far  as  possible  for 
such  diminution.  But  in  this  case  acceleration  of  enjoyment  would 
increase  the  specific  pecuniary  legacies,  to  the  detriment  of  the  resid- 
uary legatees,  whose  shares  onby  are  diminished  by  the  renunciation. 
Applying  the  principle  stated,  the  life  use  of  the  property  given  by  the 
will  to  the  widow,  and  renounced  by  her,  should  be  used  to  compensate 
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the  residuary  legatees,  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  and  of  his  wife. 
This  may  be  accomplished  by  allowing  that  portion  of  the  estate,  not 
taken  by  the  widow,  to  accumulate  during  her  natural  life,  or,  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties  interested,  the  same  result  could  be  reached  by 
reducing  to  their  present  worth,  the  specific  pecuniary  legacies,  on  the 
basis  of  the  expectation  of  the  life  of  the  widow,  and  distributing  the 
estate  at  once.  The  latter  could  only  be  done  by  consent,  but  would 
save  the  expense  of  caring  for  that  portion  of  the  estate  which  is  avail- 
able for  the  specific  and  residuary  legatees,  and  avoid  liability  of  loss 
from  keeping  it  invested.  This  result  affirms  the  judgment  of  the 
County  Court. 

We  are  asked  to  make  an  order,  that  the  costs  of  both  parties,  in- 
cluding attorneys'  charges  be  paid  out  of  the  fund.  This  is  in  effect,  a 
proceeding  to  obtain  construction  of  the  will,  and,  if  in  equity,  we 
should  make  such  an  order.  But  this  is  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of 
the  Probate  Court,  to  the  County  Court,  coming  to  this  court  on  excep- 
tions. The  only  power  over  costs  in  such  a  case  is  that  given  by  R.  L. 
2280.  Under  this  section,  by  consent  of  the  appellee,  we  allow  the 
appellant  to  recover  costs,  in  this  court.  Further  than  this  we  do  not 
understand  we  have  power  over  costs  and  expenses  of  this  litigation. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  appellant  in  this  court, 
ordered  to  be  certified  to  the  Probate  Court.1 

1  See  Shreve  v.  Shreve,  176  Mass.  466  (1900) ;  In  re  Ferguson's  Estate,  138  Pa.  208 
(1890). 
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CHAPTER   I. 
KINDS    OF   JOINT    OWNERSHIP. 

Note.  —  As  grants  and  devises  to  two  or  more  persons  are  now  by  Statute  in  most 
of  the  United  States  (see  Stimson  Am.  Stat.  Law,  §  1371),  as  well  as  in  England,  held, 
in  general,  to  create  tenancies  in  common,  it  seems  unnecessary  to  multiply  cases  on 
the  question  what  words  at  common  law  created  a  tenancy  in  common. 

Several  sections  from  Littleton  on  Joint  Ownership  have  been  printed  in  the  first 
volume  of  these  Cases  (2d  ed.),  pp.  343-315;  some  others  are  here  added. 

Lit.  §  283.  Also,  there  may  be  some  jointenants,  which  may  have 
a  joint  estate,  and  be  jointenants  for  term  of  their  lives,  and  \-et  have 
several  inheritances.  As  if  lands  be  given  to  two  men  and  to  the  heirs 
of  their  two  bodies  begotten,  in  this  case  the  donees  have  a  joint  estate 
for  term  of  their  two  lives,  and  yet  they  have  several  inheritances ; 
for  if  one  of  the  donees  hath  issue  and  die,  the  other  which  surviveth 
shall  have  the  whole  by  the  survivor  for  term  of  his  life,  and  if  he 
which  surviveth  hath  also  issue  and  die,  then  the  issue  of  the  one  shall 
have  the  one  moiety,  and  the  issue  of  the  other  shall  have  the  other 
moiety  of  the  land,  and  they  shall  hold  the  land  between  them  in  com- 
mon, and  they  are  not  jointenants,  but  are  tenants  in  common.  And 
the  cause,  why  such  donees  in  such  case  have  a  joint  estate  for  term  of 
their  lives,  is.  for  that  at  the  beginning  the  lands  were  given  to  them 
two.  which  words  without  more  saying  make  a  joint  estate  to  them  for 
term  of  their  lives.  For  if  a  man  will  let  land  to  another  by  deed 
or  without  deed,  not  making  mention  what  estate  he  shall  have,  and 
of  this  make  livery  of  seisin,  in  this  case  the  lessee  hath  an  estate 
for  term  of  his  life  ;  and  so  inasmuch  as  the  lands  were  given  to  them, 
they  have  a  joint  estate  for  term  of  their  lives.  And  the  reason  why 
they  shall  have  several  inheritances  is  this,  inasmuch  as  they  cannot 
by  any  possibility  have  an  heir  between  them  engendered,  as  a  man 
and  woman  may  have,  &c.  the  law  will  that  their  estate  and  inherit- 
ance be  such  as  is  reasonable,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
words  of  the  gift,  and  this  is  to  the  heirs  which  the  one  shall  beget 
of  his  body  by  any  of  his  wives,  and  to  the  heirs  which  the  other 
shall  beget  of  his  body  by  any  of  his  wives,   &c.  so  as  it  behooveth 
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by  necessity  of  reason,  that  they  have  several  inheritances.  And  in 
this  case  if  the  issue  of  one  of  the  donees  after  the  death  of  the 
donees  die,  so  that  lie  hath  no  issue  alive  of  his  body  begotten, 
then  the  donor  or  his  heir  may  enter  into  the  moiety  as  in  his  reversion, 
&c.  although  the  other  donee  hath  issue  alive,  &c.  And  the  reason  is, 
forasmuch  as  the  inheritances  be  several,  &c.  the  reversion  of  them 
in  law  is  several,  &c.  and  the  survivor  of  the  issue  of  the  other  shall 
hold  no  place  to  have  the  whole. 

Lit.  §  284.  And  as  it  is  said  of  males,  in  the  same  manner  it  is 
where  land  is  given  to  two  females,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their  two 
bodies  engendered. 

Lit.  §  285.  Also,  if  lands  be  given  to  two  and  to  the  heirs  of  one 
of  them,  this  is  a  good  jointure,  and  the  one  hath  a  freehold,  and  the 
other  a  fee  simple.  And  if  he  which  hath  the  fee  dieth,  he  which  hath 
the  freehold  shall  have  the  entirety  by  survivor  for  term  of  his  life. 
In  the  same  manner  it  is,  where  tenements  be  given  to  two  and  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  one  of  them  engendered,  the  one  hath  a  freehold, 
and  the  other  a  fee  tail,  &c. 

Lit.  §  288.  Also,  it  is  commonly  said,  that  every  jointenant  is  seised 
of  the  land  which  he  holdeth  jointly  per  my  et  per  tout ;  and  this  is  as 
much  to  say,  as  he  is  seised  by  every  parcel  and  by  the  whole,  &c.  and 
this  is  true,  for  in  every  parcel',  and  by  every  parcel  and  by  all  the  lands 
and  tenements,  he  is  jointly  seised  with  his  companion. 

Lit.  §  291.  Also,  if  a  joint  estate  be  made  of  land  to  a  husband 
and  wife  and  to  a  third  person,  in  this  case  the  husband  and  wife  have 
in  law  in  their  right  but  the  moiety,  and  the  third  person  shall  have 
as  much  as  the  husband  and  wife,  viz.  the  other  moiety,  &c.  And 
the  cause  is,  for  that  the  husband  and  wife  are  but  one  person  in  law, 
and  are  in  like  case  as  if  an  estate  be  made  to  two  jointenants,  where 
the  one  hath  by  force  of  the  jointure  the  one  moiety  in  law,  and  the 
other,  the  other  moiety,  &c.  In  the  same  manner  it  is  where  an  estate 
ismade-to  the  husband  and  wife,  and  to  two  other  men,  in  this  case 
the  husband  and  wile  have  lint  the  third  part,  and  the  other  two  men 
the  other  two  parts,  &e.  causa  qua  supra.1 

Lit.  §  298.  Also  if  lands  be  given  to  two  to  have  and  to  hold,  scil. 
the  one  moiety  to  the  one  and  to  his  heirs,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the 
Other  and  to  his  heirs,  they  are  tenants  in  common. 

Lit.  §  301.  Also  if  a  man  lot  lands  to  two  men  for  term  of  their 
lives,  and  the  one  grants  all  his  estate  of  that  which  belongcth  to  him 
t.,  another,  then  the  other  tenant  for  term  of  life,  and  he  to  whom  the 
grant  i->  made,  are  tenants  in  common  during  the  time  that  both  the 
levees  be  alive. 

And  memorandum,  that  in  all  Other  such  like  cases,  although  it  be 
not  here  expressly  moved  or  specified,  if  they  be  in  like  reason,  they 
are  in  the  like  law. 

Lit.  §  304.     And,  if  three  jointenants  be,  and  the  one  release  by  his 
l  See  1  Prest.  Est.  132  ;  Stiickoj  v.  Ketft,  26  Pa.  397  (1856). 
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deed  to  one  of  his  companions  nil  the  right  which  he  hath  in  the  land, 
then  hath  he  to  whom  the  release  is  made,  the  third  part  of  the  lands 
by  force  of  the  said  release,  and  he  and  his  companion  shall  hold  the 
other  two  parts  in  jointure.  And  as  to  the  third  part,  which  he  hath 
by  force  of  the  release,  he  holdeth  that  third  part  with  himself  and  his 
companion  in  common. 

Co.  Lit.  188  a.  If  a  man  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  to  the  use  of  him- 
self and  of  such  wife  as  he  should  afterwards  marry,  for  term  of  their 
lives,  ami  after  he  taketh  wife,  they  are  jointenants,  and  yet  they  come 
to  their  estates  at  several  times.1 

1  Cf.  Kenworthy  v.  Ward,  11  Hare,  196  (1853) ;  ATGregor  v.  ATGrcgor,  1  De  G.  F. 
&  J.  63  (1859)  :  Hand  v.  Worth,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  7  (1863)  ;  Buck  v.  Barwise,  2  Dr.  & 
8m.  510  (1865). 
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CHAPTER  II. 
CONVEYANCE  BY  METES  AND  BOUNDS. 


BARTLET   v.   HARLOW. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1815. 

[Reported  12  Mass.  348.] 

Tins  was  a  petition  for  partition  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  situate 
in  Plympton  in  the  count}'  of  Plymouth,  of  a  moiety  of  which  the  peti- 
tioner alleges  himself  to  be  seised  in  fee,  as  tenant  in  common  with 
the  respondent :  who  pleads  that  he  is  sole  seised  of  the  premises,  and 
traverses  the  tenancy  in  common  of  the  petitioner,  on  which  issue  is 
joined. 

At  the  trial  of  this  issue,  which  was  had  before  the  late  Judge  Dewey 
at  the  sittings  here  after  the  last  October  Terra,  it  appeared  that  the 
petitioner  claimed  under  an  extent  of  an  execution  duly  issued  in  his 
favor  against  one  Levi  Harlow,  by  virtue  of  which  the  officer  delivered 
to  him  seisin  and  possession  of  one  moiety  of  the  land  described  in  the 
petition,  being  all  the  right  of  the  said  Levi  Harlow  therein. — And  it 
was  agreed  by  the  parties,  that  at  the  time  of  the  said  extent,  the  said 
Levi  and  the  respondent  were  seised  as  tenants  in  common,  by  equal 
moieties,  of  a  tract  of  land  containing  about  sixty  acres:  and  that  the 
said  extent  was  on  a  part  only  of  said  sixty  acres,  describing  it  by 
metes  and  bounds,  and  dividing  it  from  the  residue. 

A  verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  the  petitioner,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  whether  an  extent,  so  made  on  the  estate  of  one 
tenant  in  common,  of  a  part  only  of  the  tract  of  land  holden  in  com- 
mon, was  valid.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  such  an  extent 
was  valid,  the  verdict  was  to  stand,  and  further  proceedings  to  be  had 
upon  it:  but  if  the  court  should  be  of  a  different  opinion,  the  verdict 
was  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  respondent. 

Eddy,  tot  the  petitioner. 

Thomas  and  Davie,  tot  the  respondent 

Jackson,  d..  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

By  our  Statute  of  Executions  the  creditor,  if  he  thinks  proper,  may 
lew  his  execution  on  the  real  estate  of  bis  debtor,  which  shall  be  set 

offtohiin   by  metes  and   bounds;   and   if  it    is   held    in  jointeuanev,  in 

coparcenary,  or  tenancy  in  common,  the  execution  may  be  extended  on 
the  •■  real  estate  held  as  aforesaid,  or  pari  thereof,  describing  the  same 

with  as  much  precision  as  the  nature  and  situation  thereof  will  admit." 
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It  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  petitioner,  that  the  officer  and 
the  appraisers,  in  pursuance  of  this  statute,  may  set  off  all  the  debtor's 
interest  and  estate  in  a  part  of  the  land  held  in  common;  and  that, 
although  a  levy  on  a  part  of  his  interest  in  the  whole  land  would  be 
good,  yet  they  arc  not  confined  to  this  mode. 

On  the  other  side  it  is  contended,  that  the  Statute  speaks  of  levying 
in  such  a  ease  on  part  of  the  estate,  and  not  on  part  of  the  land;  and 
that  any  construction,  contrary  to  the  plain  import  of  the  words,  would 
be  highly  injurious  to  the  other  co-tenants.  — To  this  it  may  be  added, 
that  in  the  following  section  of  the  same  Statute,  it  is  said  that  "  when 
the  real  estate  extended  upon  cannot  be  divided  and  set  out  by  metes 
and  bounds  as  before  described,  or  by  the  description  before  men- 
tioned, then  execution  shall  be  extended  upon  the  rents  of  such  real 
estate  ;  "  making  a  plain  distinction  between  the  two  modes  of  levying 
before  mentioned,  and  showing  that  the  description  contemplated  in 
case  of  a  jointenancy,  &c.  was  not  a  description  of  the  lands  by  metes 
and  bounds. 

This  view  of  the  language  used  by  the  Legislature  would  lead  us  to 
adopt  the  construction  of  the  respondent's  counsel :  and  we  are  con- 
firmed in  this  opinion  by  a  more  general  view  of  the  object  of  the 
Statute,  and  of  the  consequences  that  would  result  from  a  different 
construction. 

The  levy  of  an  execution  upon  real  estate  is  a  kind  of  Statute  con- 
veyance from  the  debtor  to  the  creditor.  "  It  shall  make  as  good  a  title 
to  the  creditor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  the  debtor  had  therein." 
(Section  2.)  It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  allow 
estates  to  be  created  or  transferred  in  airy  new  manner,  altogether 
repugnant  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law  :  but  to  put  a  convey- 
ance under  this  Statute  on  as  good  a  footing  as  if  made  freely  by  the 
debtor.  And  it  is  generally  true,  that  no  estate  or  interest  in  land 
can  be  transferred  by  such  a  lev}',  which  the  debtor  might  not  have 
conveyed,  by  any  suitable  instrument,  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

"We  are  then  to  consider  whether  Levi  Harlow,  the  debtor,  could  have 
conveyed  by  deed  to  the  petitioner,  by  metes  and  bounds,  twenty  acres, 
parcel  of  the  sixty  acres  which  he  held  in  common  with  the  respond- 
ent, so  as  to  entitle  the  petitioner,  to  maintain  a  writ  or  petition  for 
partition  of  the  twenty  acres  against  the  respondent. 

There  is  very  little  concerning  this  question  to  be  found  in  the  books. 
Among  the  numerous  examples  in  Co.  Lit.  and  other  books,  of  the  sev- 
erance of  a  jointenancy,  we  find  man}"  instances  of  a  conveyance  by 
one  jointenant  of  a  part  of  his  estate,  but  not  one  unequivocal  case  of 
a  conveyance  of  his  estate  in  a  part  of  the  land.  There  is  indeed  one 
in  Co.  Lit.  193,  which  may  possibly  be  so  understood.  He  says,  "if 
two  jointenants  be  of  twenty  acres,  and  one  maketh  a  feoffment  of  his 
part  in  eighteen  acres,  the  other  cannot  release"  (viz.  to  his  com- 
panion) "  his  entire  part,  but  only  in  two  acres;  for  that  the  jointure 
is  severed  for  the  residue."     Lord  Coke  cites  no  case  for  this  opinion  ; 
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so  that  we  have  no  opportunity  to  ascertain  by  a  recurrence  to  the 
facts,  whether  he  contemplated  a  conveyance  of  the  co-tenant's  part  in 
eighteen  specific  acres  by  metes  and  bounds,  or  in  eighteen  twentieths 
of  the  land.  If  the  latter  be  understood,  it  will  perfectly  well  comport 
with  the  context ;  ami  will  illustrate  the  general  doctrine  for  which  the 
case  is  introduced,  as  well  as  if  it  be  intended  of  a  specific  portion  of 
land.  And  it  is  observable  that  Lord  Coke  uses  like  words  in  another 
place,  where  it  is  plain  that  he  intends  an  undivided  portion  of  the 
estate,  and  not  a  specific  parcel  of  the-  land.  He  says,  if  two  join- 
tenants,  or  tenants  in  common  are  disseised,  and  one  releases  all  his 
right  in  the  moiety,  he  shall  be  barred  of  his  right  in  the  whole ;  "  but 
if  he  releases  all  his  right  which  he  has  in  the  one  acre,  this  shall  bar 
him  of  his  moiety  of  that  acre  only  :  and  yet  the  moiety  of  two  acres  is 
one  acre."  Here  it  is  obvious  that,  if  in  the  latter  case  we  understand 
one  acre  described  by  metes  and  bounds,  there  is  no  analogy  between 
the  two  cases  ;  and  the  expression  at  the  close,  that  "the  moiety  of 
two  acres  is  one  acre,"  is  wholly  misplaced  and  without  meaning.  Nor 
could  it  ever  have  been  supposed,  that  a  release  of  his  right  in  one 
specific  part  would  bar  him  of  his  right  in  the  other  part. 

There  is  one  other  case  on  this  point,  which  is  transcribed  by  Viner 
from  Brownlow's  Reports,  L57.  A  manor  was  conveyed,  one  moiety 
to  one  man  in  fee,  and  the  other  moiety  to  twelve  others  in  fee.  The 
twelve  made  a  feoffment  to  J.  S.  of  twelve  several  tenements  and  land  : 
and  J.  S.  made  twelve  several  feoffments  to  those  twelve.  The  thirteenth 
man,  who  had  the  other  moiety,  brought  one  writ  of  partition  against 
them  all,  pretending  that  they  held  insimid  et  pro  indiviso  ;  and  by 
tin'  opinion  of  the  whole  court  it  would  not  lie:  but  he  ought  to  have 
brought  several  writs.  Brownlow  in  the  place  cited  is  stating  several 
different  points  relative  to  the  writ  of  partition,  apparently  taken  from 
different  cases  which  he  had  heard  or  read,  lie  mentions  no  name  nor 
date  of  the  case  in  question,  nor  any  other  particulars,  from  which  we 
might  learn  whether  there  was  anything  peculiar  in  the  circumstances, 
or  whether  the  point  now  in  question  was  considered  by  the  court.  A 
>iii'_de  case,  thus  loosely  reported,  is  entitled  to  very  little  considera- 
tion, when  it  appears  to  he  in  any  degree  inconsistent  with  the  general 
principles  of  the  law  applicable  to  the  subject. 

On  the  other  band,  it  has  been  decided  by  this  court,  in  tin'  case  of 

Port>  r  v.  /////,  !i  M.-,  ....  Rep.  ;;|,  that  one  joiiitenanf  cannot  convey 
any  specific  part  of  the  land  to  a  stranger:  at  least  not  so  as  to  preju- 
dice   bia    CO-tenant.      It    is    indeed    intimated    in    that    case,  that  such  a 

conveyance  may  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  against  the  grantor.     But 

this  would  not  aid  the  petitioner  in  tin-  present  state  of  the  case  now 
under  consideration. 

In  2  Co.  68,  and  Cro.  EHz.  808,  it  is  laid  down,  as  a  general  prin- 
ciple, that    one   joiiitenanf    cannot    prejudice    his   companion,  in  estate. 

or  as  to  any  matter  of  inheritance  or  freehold  ;   although  as  to  the 
profits  of  the  freehold,  as  the  receipt  of  rent,  &C.  the  acts  of  one  may 
vol.  vi.  —  '•>! 
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prejudice  the  other.  —  l>ut  it  would  in  many  cases  tend  to  the  preju- 
dice, and  even  to  the  destruction,  of  the  interest  of  one  co-tenant,  if 
the  other  might  convoy  to  a  stranger  his  moiety  in  several  distinct  par- 
cels of  the  land.  The  owner  of  a  moiety  of  a  farm  tluis  circumstanced, 
instead  of  one  piece  of  land  conveniently  situated  for  cultivation,  would 
en  a  partition  be  compelled  to  take  perhaps  ten  or  twenty  different 
parcels  interspersed  over  the  whole  tract,  and  separated  by  the  parts 
allotted  to  the  several  grantees.  Suppose  that  two  men  hold  jointly, 
or  in  common,  land  in  a  town  sufficient  only  for  two  house  lots,  and 
that  one  of  them  could  convey  to  ten  persons  his  share  in  as  many  dif- 
ferent portions  of  the  land  ;  or  that  so  many  executions  could  be  thus 
levied  on  his  share:  the  other  original  co-tenant  would,  on  a  partition, 
be  compelled  to  take  ten  different  lots  or  parcels  not  adjoining  to  each 
other,  ami  each  too  small  for  any  useful  purpose,  instead  of  one  house- 
lot,  to  which  he  was  originally  entitled,  as  against  the  grantor. 

It' it  be  said  that  this  is  a  necessary  incident  to  his  estate,  which  he 
must  be  supposed  to  have  contemplated  when  he  took  it ;  it  may  be 
more  justly  said  in  answer,  that  the  restraint  contended  for,  by  which 
one  is  prevented  from  conveying  distinct  portions  of  the  land,  is  a 
necessary  incident  to  the  estate ;  and  that  as  each  was  originally  en- 
titled to  one  moiety,  for  quantity  and  quality,  to  be  assigned  to  him  by 
commissioners  or  by  a  jury  in  due  course  of  law,  neither  of  them  shall 
by  his  own  act,  control  the  commissioners  or  jurors,  and  prevent  their 
assigning  to  his  companion  such  portion,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the}', 
in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  would  have  thought  just  and 
proper.  As  the  co-tenant  had  not  originally  any  such  right  or  autho- 
rity in  himself,  to  control  the  proceedings  on  a  partition :  so  neither 
can  he  transfer  such  a  right  to  an}-  assignees  or  grantees  of  his  share. 

It  may  be  added,  that  if  one  co-tenant  has  this  right,  the  others  of 
course  have  the  same.  Suppose  then  that  three  or  more  persons  hold 
in  common  a  township  of  wild  land,  and  that  each  of  them,  without 
regard  to  the  others,  should  divide  the  whole  into  such  lots  as  he 
thought  proper,  and  sell  his  share  in  each  lot  to  different  purchasers. 
As  the  lines  of  the  lots,  thus  arbitrarily  designated  by  the  different 
owners,  would  perhaps  in  no  instance  coincide,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  a 
partition  among  the  several  grantees  would  become  extremely  difficult 
and  inconvenient :  and  if  we  imagine  a  like  case,  with  a  greater  num- 
ber of  original  owners,  and  consequently  a  greater  diversity  in  the 
boundaries  of  the  lots  so  conveyed,  a  partition  would  become  perhaps 
utterly  impossible. 

Whilst  the  right  of  one  co-tenant  toaliene  any  distinct  portion  of  the 
land  might,  as  we  have  seen,  be  extremely  injurious  to  his  companion, 
the  restraint  on  such  alienations  can  seldom,  if  ever,  prejudice  the 
grantor.  Suppose  one  of  two  co-tenants  of  forty  acres  wishes  to  sell 
ten  acres,  he  may  convey  one  undivided  fourth  part  of  the  whole,  and 
his  grantee  may  by  legal  process  have  his  share  set  off  to  him.  This 
process  of  partition  would  be  equally  necessary,  if  the  conveyance  had 
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been  of  a  moiety  of  twenty  acres  taken  out  of  the  fort}*.  There  is 
therefore  no  additional  trouble  or  expense  :  and  the  only  difference  is, 
that  the  grautor  is  prevented  from  selecting  any  particular  portion  of 
the  whole  tract,  out  of  which  his  grantee  shall  take  his  share  :  which 
is  a  right  he  could  never  claim  or  exercise  in  his  own  behalf,  while  he 
continued  the  owner  of  the  whole  moiety. 

We  are  therefore  satisfied  that  the  petitioner  cannot  have  partition, 
as  prayed  for  in  this  case. 

It  does  not  however  follow  that  the  levy  of  his  execution  is  wholly 
void  and  fruitless.  If  the  respondent  should  ever  have  his  moiety 
duly  set  off  to  him  in  severalty,  and  if  the  part  so  assigned  to  him 
should  not  include  that  which  was  taken  on  the  execution  of  the  peti- 
tioner, we  see  no  reason  why  the  latter  may  not  then  hold  what  has 
thus  been  taken  on  his  execution,  as  there  will  be  no  person  interested 
or  authorized  to  question  his  title,  excepting  Levi  Harlow  ;  who  would 
probably  be  estopped  by  the  lev}-  of  the  execution,  as  he  would  be  by 
any  other  conveyance  made  by  himself.  Neither  does  it  follow  that 
the  petitioner  is  not  now  entitled  to  a  just  proportion  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  lands,  if  they  can  be  taken  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to 
infringe  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  his  share,  nor  to  disturb  him  in 
the  enjoyment  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  whole  land.  But  as  these 
points  are  not  before  us,  it  is  unnecessary  further  to  consider  them. 

The  verdict  returned  in  this  case  is  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict 
entered  for  the  respondent,  upon  which  judgment  is  to  be  rendered.1 


VABNUM   v.   ABBOT. 

Supreme  Judh  lax  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1815. 

[Beported  12  Mast.  17 1] 

Tins  was  a  writ  of  entry,  in  which  the  demandant  counted  upon  a 
mortgage  hereafter  described. — The  action  whs  submitted  to  the  de- 
termination of  the  court  upon  the  following  ease  agreed  by  the  parties. 

"On  the  9th  of  March  L809,  Eliphalet  Fox,  and  Elizabeth  his  wife, 
were  jointly  seised  of  three  undivided  fourth  parts  of  the  demanded 
premises  In  fee,  and  Peter  Fox,  their  Bon,  was  seised  in  common  with 
them  of  the  residue.  And  on  the  same  day,  Josiah  W.  Coburn,  a 
creditor  of  the  said  Peter,  attached  upon  mesne  process,  'all  his  estate 
and  interest  in  the  tenemenl 

••  <  >n  the  10th  of  April  1809,  the  said  EHphalel  and  Peter  mortgaged 
aboul  five  acres,  parcel  of  the  tenements,  to  l>.  Abbot,  one  of  the 
tenants,  in  fee." 

1  Bee  Adam  w.  BHgat  Iron  Co.,  7  Cush.  361  (1861).  Cf.  New  Haven  v.  Uotchkiss, 
77  Conu.  10b  (1904). 
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••(in  the  18th  of  July  L  809,  one  Josiah  Wood  Levied  an  execution, 
issued  in  his  favor,  against  the  said  Peter  Fox,  upon  the  said  Peter's 
undivided  quarter  in  a  part  of  the  tenements,  and  had  the  same  sot  off 
to  him  by  metes  and  bounds." 

"On  the  same  day,  and  while  the  officer  was  upon  the  land,  levying 
the  said  Wood's  execution,  the  said  Eliphalet  and  Peter  executed  to 
the  demandant  the  deed  declared  on,  which  was  acknowledged  on  the 
same  day,  and  recorded  the  day  following." 

"On  the  23d  of  September  1809,  judgment  was  rendered  for  the 
said  Josiah  W.  Coburn,  in  the  action  before  mentioned,  on  which  he 
took  out  his  execution  against  the  said  Peter  Fox,  and  on  the  21st  of 
October  following  levied  the  same  upon  all  the  said  Peter's  undivided 
quarter  part  ol'  the  tenements,  except  what  had  been  before  mortgaged 
to  the  said  Abbot,  and  set  oil'  to  the  said  Wood  :  and  both  the  said 
executions  were  recorded  within  three  months." 

•-The  said  Eliphalet  Fox  died  on  the  10th  of  August  1809,  and  the 
said  Elizabeth  survived  him  until  the  7th  of  April  1812.  and  then  died, 
leaving  the  said  Peter  Fox  and  the  tenants  Charles  and  Stephen  R. 
Fox.  with  eight  other  children,  her  heirs-at-law." 

••The  tenants  having  severally  pleaded  the  general  issue  as  to  sev- 
eral parts  of  the  demanded  premises,  of  which  they  are  severally  seised, 
and  disclaimed  as  to  the  residue,  it  is  agreed,  that  if  the  court  shall  be 
of  opinion,  upon  the  above  facts,  that  the  demandant  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  against  the  tenants  or  either  of  them,  he  shall  become  nonsuit, 
and  the  tenants  shall  severally  recover  their  costs  against  him.  But  if 
the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  demandant  is  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  tenants  or  either  of  them,  such  tenants  shall  be  defaulted." 

I!' Kir,  for  the  demandant. 

Stearns,  for  the  tenants. 

Jackson,  J.  Since  the  argument  of  this  cause,  at  the  last  term,  we 
have  had  occasion  to  consider  the  general  question  which  it  involves, 
although  presented  in  a  different  aspect,  in  the  case  of  Bartlet  v.  Har- 
low, 12  Mass.  348,  lately  decided  at  Plymouth.  In  that  case  it  was 
determined  that  a  conveyance  by  one  jointenant  or  tenant  in  common, 
of  a  part  of  the  land  by  metes  and  bounds,  to  a  stranger,  whether  the 
conveyance  be  by  deed  or  by  the  levy  of  an  execution,  can  have  no 
legal  effect  or  operation  to  the  prejudice  of  a  co-tenant.  As  the  grantor 
himself  has  no  right,  on  a  partition,  to  select  any  particular  portion  of 
the  laud,  and  insist  to  have  his  moiet}'  or  any  part  of  it  set  off  in  that 
specific  portion,  so  he  cannot  convey  such  a  right  to  his  grantee. 

We  are  now  to  consider  whether  such  a  conveyance  has  any  effect 
as  against  the  grantor,  and  those  claiming  under  him.  This  point 
seems  to  have  been  left  undecided  in  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Hill,  9  Mass. 
Rep.  34,  where  it  is  intimated  that  such  a  conveyance  ma}'  possibly 
operate  to  this  effect  by  way  of  estoppel.  The  court  also,  in  the  case 
of  li'i rtlet  v.  Jf<rrloic,  avoided  giving  an  express  opinion  on  this  point, 
it  not  being  necessary  in  that  case.     On  the  fullest  consideration  we 
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are  now  satisfied  that  the  conveyance  may  operate  to  this  effect,  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  co-tenant,  and  without  violating  any  principle  of 
law.  We  see  no  difference  in  this  respect  between  a  conveyance  by 
deed,  and  by  the  levy  or  extent  of  an  execution.  The  former  owner 
is  estopped  by  the  record  of  a  judgment  against  him,  and  of  the  execu- 
tion and  return  of  it,  as  effectually  as  he  would  be  by  a  deed  under  his 
own  seal. 

Suppose  that  after  such  a  conveyance,  the  other  co-tenant  has  his 
moiety  set  off  to  him  on  a  petition,  or  writ  of  partition,  and  that  his 
share  is  so  assigned  as  not  to  include  any  part  of  what  was  so  conveyed 
by  his  fellow :  it  is  obvious  that  he  can  no  longer  object  to  this  convey- 
ance. He  has  got  all  that  he  was  entitled  to,  and  has  not  now  any  in- 
teres!  in  the  part  so  conveyed.  There  is  then  no  one,  who  can  dispute 
the  title  of  the  grantee,  unless  it  be  the  former  owner.  But  why  should 
he  be  permitted  to  say,  that  nothing  passed  by  his  deed,  or  by  the  levy 
of  the  execution  against  him?  lb' was  in  possession  of  the  premises 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  and  he  parted  with  that  possession  for  a 
valuable  and  adequate  consideration.  There  is  no  fraud,  no  oppres- 
sion, nor  injustice  of  any  kind  in  the  transaction,  as  it  regards  him. 
In  the  one  case  he  receives  a  price  agreed  on  by  himself.  In  the  other, 
the  price  is  fixed  by  disinterested  men  under  oath,  with  a  right  on  his 
part  to  redeem  within  a  limited  time  if  the  appraised  value  is  too  low  : 
which  gives  the  effect  of  a  voluntary  bargain  and  sale  by  him.  The 
only  objection,  which  ever  existed  to  the  conveyance,  arose  from  the 
injury  it  might  do  his  co-tenant;  but  this  objection  is  not  competent 
for  him  to  make.  The  law  may  allow  the  whole  effect  of  this  objection, 
without  rendering  the  conveyance  entirely  void.  Yet  unless  the  con- 
veyance is  merely  void,  the  grantor  would,  under  these  circumstances, 
stopped  to  dispute  its  operation. 

There  are   many  cases,  in  which  conveyances  and  other  transactions 

iid  and  ineffectual   to  some   purposes,  or  as  they  regard  certain 

particular  persons,  which  ye1  are  valid  and  effectual  in  other  respects. 

This  is  the  case  with  fraudulent  conveyances  made  to  defeat  creditors; 

and  with  conveyances  of  land  not  acknowledged  and  recorded  pursuant 

to  the  Statute.  It  is  therefore  as  unnecessary,  as  it  would  be  unjust, 
that  this  rule   of  law,  which   is   intended   to  prevent  one  co-tenant   from 

making  a  conveyance  to  the  prejudice  of  his  fellow,  should  enable  him 
t<.   defraud  a   Btranger,    to   whom    he   had   conveyed    for  a   valuable 

Consideration,    Or   a   creditor,    who    hail    taken    the  laud    in    discharge  of 

bis  debt. 

I       '•  ad  of   the    (•:!-.■    last    |>ut.   Id    us    SUppOSS    that,  after   such  a  con- 
veyance by  one  co-tenant,  the  other  should  convey  or  release  to  the 

grantee    his    moiety  in    the    -ame    parcel    of   land.      Each    of   the  former 

owners  would  now  be  estopped  by  their  respective  deeds  from  disput- 
ing the  title  of  the  grantee.     A-   to  all  Btrangers,  his  possession  alone 

would  lie  sufficient  :  and  thus  his  title  would  in  eil'cet  be  indefeasible 
Yet  if  the  first  i  ice  were  merely  void,  it  could  not  help  or  fortify 
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the  second,  which  would  therefore  be  likewise  void :  and  thus  a  party 
in  actual  possession,  with  a  deed  of  conveyance  from  each  of  the  two 

persons  who  alone  had  any  pretence  of  title  to  the  land,  would  Still  be 
unable  to  maintain  the  possession.  So  if  one  co-tenant  of  twenty  acres 
aid  s.ll  to  a  stranger  his  moiety  in  ten  acres  by  metes  and  bounds, 
and  afterwards  to  the  same  person  the  moiety  of  the  remaining  ten 
acres  in  like  manner;  if  the  first  conveyance  is  void,  the  second  will 
be  also  void.  Yet  in  such  a  case  there  is  no  reason  of  justice  or  policy, 
which  should  prevent  the  grantee  from  holding  an  undivided  moiety  of 
the  whole  twenty  acres. 

Upon  any  other  construction  of  such  conveyances,  great  inconveni- 
ences would  follow.  Two  or  more  jointenants  or  tenants  in  common 
could  never  convey  any  specific  portion  of  the  land,  unless  they  joined 
in  the  same  dv^\\.  But  one  may  be  willing  to  sell  with  general  war- 
ranty, while  another  will  give  only  a  quitclaim.  So  each  may  be  will- 
ing t<>  warrant  his  specific  share  ;  but  they  may  refuse  to  join  in  a  deed 
with  covenants  of  warranty,  lest  they  should  be  mutually  bound  for 
each  other.  So  if  one  of  the  part  owners  be  absent  and  not  known  to 
exist,  a  case  which  has  sometimes  happened  in  the  division  of  an  intes- 
tate's estate  among  his  heirs,  it  would  be  highly  unjust  and  absurd  that 
his  return  should  wholly  avoid  such  a  conveyance  made  by  the  others 
in  his  absence.  It  is  just  that  he  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  it.  Ihit 
there  is  no  reason  why  the  other  co-tenants  should,  by  this  accident, 
be  enabled  to  avoid  their  own  contract,  and  to  reclaim  land  which  they 
had  fairly  sold  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

It  being  then  clear  that  a  conveyance  by  one  jointcnant  or  tenant  in 
common,  of  his  share  in  a  certain  specific  portion  of  the  land,  is  not 
absolutely  void  ;  we  are  to  see  what  is  the  effect  of  the  several  conve}- 
ances  set  forth  in  this  statement  of  facts.  And  first,  we  may  throw  out 
of  the  case  all  the  conveyances  by  Eliphalet  Fox  the  father,  whether  of 
part  or  the  whole.  lie  was  jointcnant  with  his  wife  Elizabeth  Fox,  who 
survived  him  :  and  it  has  been  decided  in  a  case  arising  out  of  this 
same  estate  and  title,  that  no  conveyance  by  him  could  bind  her  after 
his  decease,  and  that  she  took  the  whole  by  survivorship.  The  demand- 
ant therefore  can  hold  nothing  under  Eliphalet  Fox:  and  the  three 
fourth  parts,  which  belonged  to  him  and  his  wife,  descended  on  her 
death  to  her  children  and  heirs.  She  left  eleven  children,  two  of  whom, 
Charles  and  Stephen  R.  Fox,  arc  sued  as  tenants  in  this  action  ;  and 
each  of  whom  took  one  eleventh  part  of  her  three  fourths,  or  three  un- 
divided forty-fourth  parts  of  the  whole.  As  it  is  said  in  the  statement  of 
facts  that  these  tenants  arc  severally  seised  of  certain  parts  of  the  de- 
manded premises,  and  they  have  respectively  disclaimed  as  to  the 
residue,  we  mnsl  suppose  that  there  has  been  a  partition  among  the 
heirs,  upon  which  the  several  parts  now  defended  by  those  two  tenants 
were  assigned  to  them  respectively  as  heirs  of  their  mother.  In  this 
view  of  the  case,  it  is  obvious  that  the  demandant  cannot  recover 
against  either  of  those  two  tenants. 
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As  to  the  undivided  fourth  part  formerly  owned  by  Peter  Fox,  it  ap- 
pears that  he  had  conveyed  the  whole  of  it,  in  different  portions,  by 
deeds  and  executions  which  have  a  priority  to  the  demandant's  title. 
Only  one  of  these  conveyances  is  now  in  question,  viz.  the  mortgage 
made  to  Abbot:  as  the  other  two  grantees,  Wood  and  Coburn,  are  not 
sued  in  this  action.  According  to  the  principles  before  mentioned,  the 
mortgage  made  to  Abbot  of  live  acres,  in  April  1809,  is  good  against 
Peter  Fox,  and  all  who  claim  under  him.  The  demandant,  who  claims 
under  a  subsequent  conveyance  from  the  said  Peter,  is  estopped  to 
deny  this  title  of  Abbot :  and  the  consequence  is,  according  to  the 
agreement  of  the  parties,  that  he  must  become  nonsuit. 

We  cannot  here  avoid  remarking  the  irregularity  of  the  proceedings 
in  this  suit.  It  appears  that  the  three  persons,  who  are  here  sued, 
hold,  each  of  them  in  severalty,  three  different  parcels  of  the  premises. 
Two  or  more  persons  so  situated  cannot  be  joined  as  tenants  in  one 
writ  of  entry.  The  gist  of  even-  such  action  is  the  supposed  unlawful 
entry  of  the  tenant,  or  of  the  person  under  whom  he  claims:  and  the 
object  of  the  suit  is  to  disprove  the  title  of  the  tenant,  by  showing  its 
unlawful  commencement.  But  the  proof  of  an  unlawful  entry  by  one 
has  no  tendency,  in  the  case  supposed,  to  prove  the  same  point  as  to 
another:  their  titles  have  no  necessary  connection  :  and  it  is,  in  effect, 
trying  two  or  more  distinct  titles  in  one  writ.  80  one  of  the  tenants 
may  be  himself  a  disseisor;  and  the  other  may  hold  by  alienation  from 
a  disseisor.  But  the  demandant  cannot  have  a  writ  against  one  as  a 
disseisor,  and  against  the  other  in  the  per.  On  the  other  hand,  if  a 
man  is  disseised  by  two  or  more  persons,  the  disseisors  have  one  joint 
estate,  and  one  title  ;  the  entry  of  all  of  them  is  one  act:  and  the  dis- 
seisee must,  in  such  a  case,  sue  them  all  jointly.  So  if  one  disseisor 
conveys  the  whole  to  two  or  more  jointly,  they  must  all  be  sued  to- 
gether. But  where  two  persons  hold  in  severalty  distinct  parcels  under 
conveyances  from  the  same  disseisor;  or  where  they  have  themselves 
severally  disseised  the  demandant  of  distinct  parcels,  it  would  be  as 
irregular  to  join  them  in  the  suit,  as  to  join  two  trespassers,  who  had 
each  committed  a  trespass  at  different  times,  and  on  different  portions 

Of  the  plaintiff's    laud;    or   tWO   debtors,  who    had    each    given    his  own 

bond  to  the  plaintiff  for  different  debts.  The  parties  having  however 
agreed  that  the  demandant  shall  become  nonsuit,  if  he  is  nol  entitled  to 
recover  againsl  either  of  the  tenants,  this  irregularity  will  nol  materi- 
ally affect   the  result:  as  we  are  of  opinion   thai   he  cannol   recover 

against  either. 

J  >■  mandant  nonsuit. 


BTABB    r.   LKAVITT.  [CHAP.  IL 


STARR  v.   LEAVITT. 

Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  Connecticut.     1817. 

[Reported  -2  Conn.  248.] 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  to  recover  an  undivided  part  of  two 
pieces  of  land,  bearing  such  proportion  to  the  whole  as  5D7.01  bears 
to  5069.94. 

Tlic  case  was  as  follows.  The  plaintiff  claimed  title  by  virtue  of  an 
execution  in  his  favor,  against  Simeon  Mitchell,  on  which  the  premises 
were  set  on".  The  first  piece  lay  partly  in  Roxbury,  and  partly  in 
Washington  ;  and  the  second,  wholly  in  Washington.  They  were  owned 
in  equal  undivided  moieties,  by  the  debtor  and  his  brother  David 
Mitchell,  during  the  life-time  of  the  latter,  as  tenants  in  common,  the 
titles  by  which  they  were  held  being  distinct.  On  the  death  of  David, 
the  debtor  became  entitled,  as  heir-at-law,  to  one  seventh  part  of 
David's  interest,  in  addition  to  the  moiety  which  he  before  owned. 
The  debtor's  interest  in  the  second  piece,  however,  was  subject  to  the 
widow  Susannah  Mitchell's  right  of  dower.  The  execution  and  cost 
amounted  to  597  dollars,  1  cent.  The  land  in  Washington  was  ap- 
praised, by  one  set  of  appraisers,  at  3452  dollars,  94  cents  ;  that  in 
Roxbury,  subject  to  the  encumbrance  of  dower,  by  another  set  of 
appraisers,  at  1 1  •  1 7"  dollars;  making  in  the  whole  5009  dollars,  94  cents, 
the  undivided  half  being  2534  dollars,  97  cents.  The  officer  set  off  the 
land  as  follows  :  "  I  do,  therefore,  set  off  an  undivided  proportion  and 
interest  of  the  debtor  in  the  above  described  land  and  buildings,  in  the 
proportion  that  597  dollars,  1  cent,  is  to  the  aforesaid  sum  of  2534 
dollars,  97  cents;  and  in  the  whole  of  said  land  before  described,. in 
the  proportion  that  597  dollars,  1  cent,  is  to  the  said  sum  of  5069 
dollars,  94  cents  ;  and  the  same  is  set  off,  subject  to  the  aforesaid 
encumbrance  of  said  widow's  dower,  to  the  creditor  in  said  execution, 
in  full  satisfaction  thereof,  and  of  my  fees  thereon." 

The  defendant  claimed  title  by  virtue  of  two  executions  against  the 
same  Simeon  Mitchell,  issued  and  levied  before  that  of  the  plaintiff. 
One  execution,  with  the  cost,  amounted  to  138  dollars,  21  cents;  which 
the  officer  levied  on  "the  one  equal  half"  of  the  second  piece  above 
mentioned.  The  certificate  of  the  appraisers  was  as  follows  :  "  We,  the 
subscribers,  did  appraise  the  above  described  undivided  land  to  be 
worth  to  the  creditor  the  sum  of  138  dollars,  21  cents,  in  full  satisfac- 
tion of  this  execution  and  costs."  The  land  was  set  off,  by  the  officer, 
thus:  ■•  1  do  hereby  give  the  within  named  Samuel  Leavitt.  creditor, 
all  the  right  and  title  to  the  above  described  undivided  land,  that  I  by 
law  have-  a  right  to  give,  for  his  own  proper  use  and  benefit."  The 
other  execution,  amounting,  with  the  cost,  to  435  dollars,  88  cents,  wras 
levied  upon  "  the  equal  half  of  a  piece  of  land  lying  in  Washington, 
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as  the  property  of  the  execution  debtor,  and  containing  12  acres  and  79 
rods,  lying  in  common  and  undivided  with  the  heirs  oi*  David  Mitchell, 
deceased  ;  "  being  part  of  the  second  piece  before  mentioned,  designated 
by  metes  and  bounds,  and  appraised  at  the  amount  of  the  execution  and 
cost.     This  land  was  Bet  off  in  the  same  form  as  the  other  piece. 

This  case  was  reserved,  by  agreement  of  parties,  for  the  consideration 
and  advice  of  the  nine  judges. 

(  hapman  and  S/ierman,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Benedict  and  Bacon,  for  the  defendant. 

Swift,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  both  claim  the  land  de- 
manded, by  the  levy  of  executions  upon  it,  as  the  estate  of  Simeon 
Mitchell ;  and  questions  arise  respecting  their  validity. 

The  defendant  has  levied  niton  part  of  a  piece  of  land,  which  Simeon 
owned  as  tenant  in  common  with  the  heirs  of  David  Mitchell ;  the  same 
has  been  set  off  to  him  by  metes  and  bounds;  and  he  has  taken  the 
undivided  moiety  or  right  of  Simeon  to  the  part  of  the  tract  so  de- 
scribed. This  levy  is  void,  according  to  the  principles  adopted  by  this 
court,  in  the  case  of  Hinman  v.  Leavenworth,  2  Conn.  244  n.  Simeon 
had  no  such  estate  as  an  undivided  moiety  or  share  in  a  part  of  the 
tract  he  owned  as  tenant  in  common  :  he  had  an  undivided  share  in  the 
whole  tract;  and  the  proper  mode  of  levying  the  execution  would  have 
been,  to  spread  it  over  the  whole  tract  holden  by  Simeon  as  tenant  in 
common,  and  to  take  such  an  undivided  proportion,  as  would  satisfy 
his  debt  If  the  debt  had  been  sufficient  to  take  the  whole  share  of 
Simeon,  then  the  levying  creditor  would  have  been  tenant  in  common 
with  his  co-tenant:  if  not,  then  he  would  have  been  tenant  in  common 
with  the  others  in  unequal  shares,  and  a  partition  of  the  whole  would 
have  been  made.  But  upon  the  present  levy,  partition  must  be  made 
of  part  of  the  common  right  of  Simeon  with  the  other  tenants;  which 
cannot  by  law  be  done. 

The  plaint  ill'  adopted  the  proper  mode  of  levying  his  execution,  but 
he  has  spread  it  over  two  distinct  tracts  of  land  holden  by  Simeon,  as 
tenant  in  common  with  the  heirs  of  David,  by  distinct  titles,  and  has 
taken  an  undivided  share  of  Simeon,  in  both  pieces;  but  has  not 
taken  the  whole  of  Simeon's  right  in  either  piece.  He  should  have 
taken  tie-  whole  of  Simeon's  right,  in  the  tract  on  which  he  (list  levied, 

anil  then,  if  that,  had  been  insufficient  to  satisfy  his  execution,  he  might 

have  levied  on  the  other  tract,  and  have  taken  sufficient  to  pay  his  debt. 

It'  the  mode  adopted  by  the  plaintiff  should  lie  sanctioned,  it  would  be 
in  the  power  of  a  credit-. r  to  levy  an  execution  upon  any  number  of 

irate  tracts   Of  land,  holden    by  a  debtor  as   tenant    in   common,  by 

distincl  titles,  and  with  differenl   co  tenants,  and  take  an  undivided 

Share  Of  each,  SO  as  tO  become  tenant    in  common  with  them  all.      This 

would  be  productive  of  greaf  and  unnecessary  expense,  and  might  em- 
barrass   the    title   as    well    SB    the  occupation   of  the   lauds,   and  ought 

not  to  be  permitted. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 
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In  this  opinion  the  other  judges  severally  concurred,  except  Edmond 
and  Gould,  JJ.,  who  gave  do  opinion,  the  former  being  related  to  one 
of  the  parties,  and  the  latter  having  been  of  counsel  in  the  cause. 

Judgment  to  be  given  for  the  defendant? 


THOMPSON   v.   BARBER. 

Superior  Court  of  Judicature  of  New  Hampshire.     1842. 

[Reported  12  N.  H.  563.] 

Debt  on  Judgment.  The  parties  agreed  to  submit  the  action  to  the 
decision  of  the  court  on  the  following  statement  of  facts:  At  the  Oc- 
tober Term  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  this  county,  a.  d.  1840, 
judgment  was  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  for  the 
sum  of  8PJ7.4G,  debt,  and  costs,  upon  which  judgment  execution  was 
issued,  returnable  at  the  April  Term  of  said  court,  a.  d.  1841.  On  the 
4th  day  of  November,  a.  d.  1840,  the  execution  was  duby  levied  upon 
real  estate  of  the  defendant,  situated  in  "Winchester,  in  the  county  of 
Cheshire.  The  defendant  was  tenant  in  common  with  four  others, 
heirs  of  Barber,  their  father,  in  four  separate  parcels  of  land,  all  situ- 
ated in  Winchester.  The  land  descended  to  said  five  heirs  on  the  death 
of  their  father,  and  the  defendant's  interest  in  the  land  was  attached 
soon  after  the  decease  of  his  father. 

The  officer  extended  the  execution  upon  an  undivided  fifth  part  of 
two  parcels  of  land  only,  the  same  being  appraised  at  a  sufficient  sum 
to  satisfy  the  execution.  The  plaintiffs  being  apprehensive  that  the 
levy  of  said  execution  was  insufficient  and  invalid,  for  the  reason  that 
the  same  was  not  extended  upon  all  the  parcels  of  land  in  which  the 
tenant  had  an  interest,  as  aforesaid,  and  such  portion  of  the  defend- 
ant's interest  in  said  four  parcels  of  land,  appraised  and  set  off,  as 
would  have  satisfied  the  execution,  caused  the  present  suit  to  be 
brought,  founded  upon  the  judgment. 

And  it  was  agreed,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  levy  of 
the  execution  is  valid,  judgment  is  to  be  rendered  for  the  defendant, 
otherwise  for  the  plaintiff. 

JZianderson,  for  the  defendant. 

Bennett,  tor  the  plaintiff. 

Upham,  J.  Our  Statute,  directing  the  mode  of  extending  and  levy- 
ing executions  upon  real  estate,  provides  that  when  execution  shall  be 
extended  upon  any  real  or  personal  estate,  and  it  shall  afterwards 
appear  that  such  estate,  or  some  part  thereof,  did  not,  at  the  time  of 
such  extent  or  levy,  belong  to  the  debtor,  then  in  every  such  case  the 
creditor,  or  his  executors  or  administrators, may  commence  and  sustain 

<]..  Butler  v.  Roy*,  2~>  Midi.  53  (1872).     See  Pcabody  v.  Minot,  24  Pick.  329 
(1834)  ;  Green  v.  Arltbld,  11  K.  1.  304  (1870). 
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an  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment  upon  which  such  execution  issued, 
and  recover  the  amount  which  may,  for  the  reason  aforesaid,  remain 
equitably  due,  and  unsatisfied.     Laws  N.  II.  103. 

This  suit  is  brought  under  this  provision  of  the  Statute,  from  an 
apprehension  that  the  levy  made  on  land,  in  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment recovered  against  the  defendant,  is  invalid.  Whether  the  levy  is 
so  or  not,  depends  on  the  respective  rights  and  interests  of  tenants  in 
coparcenary,  and  the  mode  in  which  their  interests  must  be,  or  may  be, 
partitioned  among  each  other. 

It  is  clear  that  the  interest  of  a  coparcener  in  land  ma}-  be  set  off  on 
execution,  or  any  part  of  that  interest.  This  cannot  be  done,  however, 
so  as  to  prejudice  the  other  coparceners,  or  place  them  in  any 
different  position,  or  relation  to  their  rights,  than  had  previously  ex- 
isted. The  power  of  the  creditor  under  his  execution  can,  of  necessity, 
be  no  greater  over  the  estate  of  the  judgment  debtor,  than  existed  in 
such  debtor.  The  mere  circumstance  that  one  coparcener  is  in  debt, 
gives  his  creditor  no  greater  or  better  claim,  or  right  to  enforce  it  over 
the  other  coparceners  of  land,  than  the  debtor  originally  had.  The 
common  rights  of  the  other  coparceners  remain  unaffected  by  any  such 
circumstance. 

What,  then,  are  the  rights  of  co-tenants  in  coparcenary?  When  the 
co-tenancy  exists  merely  in  one  tract  of  land,  no  difficulty  would  ordi- 
narily arise  in  securing  the  interest  of  any  co-tenant  in  the  same,  in 
behalf  of  his  creditors.  The  difficulty  is  no  greater,  whether  the  inter- 
est extends  through  a  variety  of  tracts  of  land  within  the  State,  except 
the  greater  labor  of  searching  out  and  appraising  such  interest,  or  any 
portion  of  the  entire  interest  as  co-tenant  in  the  several  tracts:  but 
this  difficulty  it  is  optional  with  the  creditor  to  overcome,  or  not.  It 
cannot  be  avoided. 

It  is  clear,  that  where  the  Interests  of  the  coparceners  extend  to  a 
.  of  tracts  of  land  throughout  the  State,  no  levy  can  be  made  by 
a  creditor  of  any  one  coparcener  that  shall  limit  or  restrict  the  rights 
of  the  other  coparceners,  in  any  of  the  privileges  of  partition,  as  pro- 
Tided  by  the  Statute.  Have  the  rights  of  the  other  coparceners,  in  this 
respect,  been  limited  by  this  proceeding? 

The  Statute  provides  that  when  any  person  or  persons,  interested 
with  others  in  any  real  estate,  shall  petition  the  judge  of  probate  for 
the  county  where  such  estate,  or  the  greater  part  of  the  same,  is  Bitu- 
ated,  to  have  his  or  their  share  in  Buch  estate  divided,  he  shall  cause 
partition  to  be  made,  by  warrant  directed  to  three  or  more  freeholders, 
which,  on  being  allowed  and  approved  by  the  judge  of  probate,  shall 
be  binding  on  all  parties;  and  when  the  estate  [a  so  situated  thai  it 

cannot  be  divided  BO  R8  to  give  to  each   party  his   equal   shatc   therein. 

without  great  prejudice  or  inconvenience,  the  same  shall  be  assigned  to 

one  of  the  petitioning  parties,  they  paying  to  the  other  petitioners,  or 
owners,  who  by  such  means  shall  have  less  than  their  share,  Blich  sum 
or  sums  of  money  as  the  committee  shall  award.     1    Laws  N.  II.  314. 
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A  similar  mode  of  obtaining  partition  is  provided  by  aj  plication  to  the 
Superior  Court.     In  each  of  these  statutes  verj  particular  directions 

are  given  as  Id  the  notice  to  the  co-tenants. 

Sueh  are  the  modes  o\'  partition  pointed  Out  by  law;  and  yet  the 
effect  o\'  this  levy  is  to  cause  a  partition,  to  the  extent  of  the  land 
taken,  without  notice  of  any  description  to  cither  of  the  other  co- 
tenants,  and  in  a  manner  which  might  in  other  respects  be  greatly 
to  their  prejudice.  On  any  other  mode  of  partition  the  whole  estate, 
consisting  o\'  various  tracts  of  land,  would  be  apportioned  consistently 
with  a  due  regard  to  the  interests  of  the  co-tenants  in  the  entire  prop- 
erty, and  on  a  full  hearing  as  to  the  whole  subject-matter.  By  this 
levy  a  selection  is  made  and  a  location  fixed  of  the  interest  of  one  of 
the  co-tenants  in  particular  tracts,  independent  of  any  considerations 
as  to  the  whole  estate,  or  of  the  general  interests  of  the  other  co- 
tenants  ;  and  the  creditor  might  in  this  manner  control  and  direct  as  to 
a  partition  and  rights  of  the  debtor  in  the  estate,  in  a  manner  totally 
different  from  what  the  debtor  could  at  any  time  legally  have  done. 
Such  a  doctrine  would  be  entirely  contrary  to  all  principles  governing 
the  transfer  of  property  by  attachment  and  levy.  The  creditor,  by  such 
process,  never  acquires  a  right  beyond  that  which  originally  existed  in 
the  debtor.  The  rights  and  title  of  other  parties,  so  far  as  their  inter- 
est is  concerned,  are  never  varied  or  abridged  by  such  means. 

The  views  here  taken  are  fully  sustained  in  numerous  authorities. 
10  Co.,  Tooker's  Case,  G8  :  Cro.  Eliz.  803  ;  9  Mass.  34,  Porter  v.  Hill; 
12  Mass.  348,  Bartlett  v.  Harlow;  Ditto  474,  Varnum  v.  Abbott ;  14 
Mass.  403,  Pond  v.  Pond ;  2  Pick.  443,  Cutting  et  al.  v.  Rockwood ; 
24  Pick.  329,  Peabody  et  al.  v.  Minot  et  al. 

The  levy  must,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  invalid  against  the  other 
co-tenants,  and  there  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Note. — Actions  by  Joint  Owners  against  Third  Persons.  In  real  actions. 
(1)  Joint-tenants  and  coparceners  must  join.  Lit.  §§  311,  313.  (2)  Tenants  in  com- 
mon  must  sever,  Lit.  §  311  ;  unless  they  seek  to  recover  something  undivisible  in  its 
nature.      Lit.  §  314. 

/  ■/.     This  action  was  based  on  a  fictitious  demise.     If  the  demise  was 

feigned  to  have  been  made  by  joint-tenants  or  coparceners  jointly,  the  ejectment  must 
be  brought  on  the  feigned  demise  ;  but  if  one  of  them  is  feigned  to  have  demised  Lis 
qi  nt  can  be  brought  on  the  separate  demise.  Roe  v.  Lonsdale, 
12  East,  39  (1810).  On  the  other  hand,  any  seemingly  joint  demise  by  tenants  in 
common  is  really  a  demise  of  their  Beparate  estates,  ami  therefore  one  ejectment  cannot 
be  brought  on  such  demise  as  joint.  Mantle  v.  Wollingion,  Cro.  Jac.  166  (1607). 
J/7-//.  g,  12  S.  &  R,  435  (1816).     Contra,  Jackson  v.  Braclt,  2  Caines'  Rep. 

169  (1804)  ;  Den   1.  Br n  v.  Payntcr,  4  Dev.  &  B.  393  (1839). 

rsonal  actions  all  must  join,  because  the  injury  is  to  the  possession.     Lit. 
§315. 

It  may  he  observed  that  in  an  action  for  nuisance  all  the  owners  of  the  land  on  which 
the  nuisance  is  alleged  to  exist  must  be  joined  as  defendants.     1  Wins.  Saimd.  291  g. 

In  many  of  the  United  States,  joint-tenants,  coparceners,  and  tenants  in  common 
are  now  allowed  by  Statute  to  join  or  sever  at  their  pleasure. 
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When  one  tenant  in  common  in  possession  lias  been  ejected  by  a  stranger  to  the 
title,  such  tenant  can  recover  the  possession  counting  on  his  own  seisin,  and  a  disturb- 
ance of  it  ;  but  when  he  has  not  been  in  possession,  or  otherwise  counts  on  his  title  to 
an  undivided  share,  lie  can  recover  against  a  stranger  only  that  share.  Jackson  v.  Fan 
Bergen,  1  John^.  Cas.  101  (1799).  Dewey  v.  Brovm,  2  Pick.  387  (1S24).  Dawson  v. 
Muls,  32  Pa.  302  (1858).  Gray  v.  Givens,  26  Mo.  291  (1858).  But  see  Baber  v.  Hen- 
derson, 156  Mo.  566  (1900). 

It  has,  however,  been  held  in  some  Slates  that  one  tenant  in  common  can  recover 

M   of  the  whole  property  as  against  a  stranger.     Barrett  v.  French,  1  Conn. 

854  (1815).     Phillips  v.  Medbury,  7  Conn.  568  (1829).     Robinson  v.  Johnson,  36  Vt. 

69  ( 1863).    Lampsen  v.  Brand  r,  28  Minn.  526  (1881).    See  Freem.  Co-ten.  §§  343,  344. 

"When  all  joint  owners  must  join  in  an  action,  it  is  generally  conceded  that  they 
most  all  be  competent  in  order  to  recover.  (But  see  Henry  v.  Means,  2  Hill,  S.  C.  328 
(1834).)  The  inference  usually  drawn  from  this  doctrine  is  that  if  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  has  run  against  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  suit  is  barred.  This  follows 
Perry  v.  Jackson,  4  T.  R.  516  (1792).  See  Marstellcr  v.  M'Clcan,  7  Cranch,  156 
But  sometimes  the  opposite  conclusion  is  drawn  ;  viz.,  that  if  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  is  not  bailed,  none  of  them  are.  Lahiffe  v.  Smart,  1  Bail.  192  (1829). 
v.  Button,  4  Day,  310  (1810)  ;  Mccse  v.  Kccfe,  10  Ohio,  362  (1841).  Cf. 
Shut*  v.  Wade,  5  Yerg.  1  (1833). 

Put  where,  under  State  Statutes,  joint  owners  who  need  not  join  in  fact  do  so,  if  one 
is  barred,  all  arc  barred,  even  in  those  jurisdictions  where,  if  the  joining  is  compulsory, 
none  are  barred,  Sanford  v.  Button,  ubi  siq).  Mvore  v.  Armstrong,  10  Ohio,  11 
(1S4").     Freem.  Co-ten.  §§  375-378. 
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CHAPTER     III. 

RIGHTS    AND    DUTIES    OF   JOINT    OWNERS    TOWARDS    EACH 

OTHER. 


SECTION    I. 

BUYING    OUTSTANDING    TITLES. 

PALMER  v.   YOUNG. 

Chancer  v.     1084. 

[Reported  1  Fern.  276.] 

One  of  the  three  that  held  a  lease  under  a  dean  and  chapter,  sur- 
renders the  old  lease  and  takes  a  new  one  to  himself. 
Per  Cur.     It  shall  be  a  trust  for  all. x 


VAN  HORNE  v.  FONDA. 
New  York  Court  of  Chancery.     1821. 

[Reported  5  Johns.  Ch.  388.] 

The  Chancellor  [Kent].2  The  bill  seeks  to  call  the  defendant  to 
an  account,  as  executor  of  the  estate  of  Jellis  Fonda  deceased,  and, 
also,  as  executor  of  the  estate  of  Henry  V.  Fonda  deceased,  and,  gen- 
erally, to  make  him  account  as  trustee,  acting  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs,  in  the  management  and  disposition  of  the  estate,  real  and 
personal,  of  Henry  V.    Fonda. 

The  defendant  admits  himself  to  have  been  the  acting  executor  of 
the  estate  of  his  father,  Jellis  F.,  and  is  ready  to  account  for  the  per- 
sonal estate,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  which  he  may 
have  received.  The  great  contest  in  the  case  is  as  to  the  character  in 
which  he  acted,  and  the  responsibilities  which  he  lias  incurred,  in  re- 
spect to  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of  his  brother  Henry  V.  F. 

1.  He  is  charged  with  acting  as  executor  of  Henry,  and  that  charge 
he  denies.  But  it  appears  to  be  sufficiently  supported  by  the  testimony. 
One  witness,  Peter  Fonda,  says,  that  he  took  possession  and  disposed 

Hamilton  v.  Denny,  1  Ball  &  B.  199  (1809). 
2  Only  the  opinion  is  here  given. 
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of  a  meat  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Henry  V.  F.  and  offered  to  sell 
to  the  witness  several  articles  of  farming  utensils  on  the  farm  of  Henry 
V.  F.,and  the  witness  purchased  a  wood  sleigh,  and  paid  the  defendant 
the  price  of  it.  So,  it  is  in  proof  that  he  paid  a  debt  due  from  Henry 
V.  F.,  at  his  death,  to  John  MT'arthy,  and  another  debt  due  from 
Henry  V.  F.  to  Marks  Doekstader;  and  in  the  last  case,  the  debt  was 
frequently  demanded  of  him,  and  he  was  threatened  to  be  sued  for  it. 
He  received  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  S.  Kittle  to  Henry  V.  F. ;  and, 
in  another  case,  he  demanded,  and  received  payment,  of  a  debt  due 
from  M.  B.  Wemple  to  Henry  V.  F.  These  multiplied  acts  are  de- 
cisive proof  of  his  election  to  assume  the  trust  and  act  as  executor. 
They  would  have  made  him  an  executor  de  so?i  tort,  if  he  had  not  been 
named  an  executor  in  the  will,  and  the  same  acts  amount  to  an  assump- 
tion of  the  office  of  a  rightful  executor. 

I  shall  therefore  consider  all  his  acts,  in  relation  to  the  estate  of 
Henry  V.  F.,  as  the  acts  of  a  person  who  was  at  the  same  time  clothed 
with  the  office  of  executor. 

2.  The  bill  charges  that  the  defendant  received,  in  March,  1799, 
from  the  government  of  this  State,  6,500  dollars,  as  a  compensation 
for  the  extinguishment  of  the  right  derived  from  Jellis  F.  to  2000 
acres  of  land  in  the  Royal  Grant,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  a  moiety  of  that  sum.  with  interest.  The  defendant  admits  that  the 
sum  received  was  6,250  dollars,  but  he  claims  title  to  the  whole  of  it; 
and  contends,  in  the  first  place,  that  his  father,  Jellis  F.,  was  only  en- 
titled, in  his  lifetime,  to  1000  acres,  inasmuch  as  Brant  Johnson,  who 
sold  him  the  2000  acres,  owned  only  a  moiety  of  it  and  that  the  other 
moiety  belonged  to  William  Johnson,  a  brother  of  B.  Johnson.  He 
contends,  in  the  second  place,  that  his  brother  Henry,  by  his  deed  of 
the  3d  of  May,  1791,  conveyed  to  him  in  fee,  and  absolutely,  without 
any  reservation  or  trust,  his  interest  in  the  1000  acres,  for  the  considcr- 
ation  of  100  pounds,  and  which  consideration  was  paid  by  a  deed  from 
the  defendant  to  Henry,  or  the  date  of  the  24th  of  April,  1794,  of  two 
lots  in  the  Royal  Grant,  and  containing  the  like  consideration. 

It  i-,  to  lie  observed,  as  we  proceed,  that  the  defendant  and  his 
brother  Henry  were  joint  and  equal  residuary  devisees  of  their  father, 
Jellis  Fonda. 

There  i-  reason  t<»  believe;  that  the  deed  «>i  the  24th  of  April  was  not 
given  as  the  consideration  of  the  (]>r<\  of  the  8d  of  May  following.  The 
want  of  concurrence  in  dates  raises  that  presumption,  especially  as  that 
want  of  concurrence  is  left  without  any  explanation.  In  the  next  place, 
it  is  in  proof,  by  the  testimony  of  Simon  Veeder,  "  ho  took  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  deed  Of  the  :;.l  of  May,  and  delivered  the  deed  over  to 

the  defendant  on  the  game  day,  that  Henry  observed,  at  the  time,  thai 
//,,  ,/.,,/  /,,  Jellis  /•'.  his  father^  was  deficient.  The  certificate  of  ac- 
knowledgment bears  date  the  81st  'lay  of  May,  1794,  but  the  certi- 
ficate of  acknowledgment  of  the  prior  deed  of  the  24th  of  April,  bears 
date  the  2d  day  of  August,  1794,  and  both  the  acknowledgments  were 
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made  before  the  same  judge.  The  defendant  was  present  when  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  deed  of  tbe  3d  of  May  was  taken;  and  when 
the  deed  was  handed  to  him,  he  observed  that  the  consideration  men- 
tioned in  the  deed  was  not  the  value  of  the  property,  but  he  took  the 
■'  in  order  to  save  something  for  th\  children  of  his  brother^  as  his 
brother  was  pretty  much  involved  in  (rouble. 

These  observations  of  the  parties  made  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  are  evidence  that  the  deed  was  not  taken  as  an  absolute 
purchase  of  the  right  of  Henry  to  the  1000  acres;  and  they  are  evi- 
dence that  it  was  taken  in  trust,  and,  probably,  with  a  view  to  facilitate 
a  compromise  with  the  State,  according  to  the  charge  in  the  bill.  The 
testimony  of  Evert  Yates  and  James  Lansing  shows  that  the  deed  of 
the  Sd  of  May  was  not  considered  by  the  defendant  as  an  absolute  pur- 
chase of  the  right  of  Henry,  and  paid  for,  by  the  prior  deed  of  the  24th 
of  April.  When  the  executors  of  Henry  met,  soon  after  his  death,  the 
defendant  told  John  Fonda,  who  asserted  Henry's  interest  in  the  money 
received  upon  the  compromise,  that  Henry  had  no  such  interest,  for  his 
father's  title  was  incomplete,  and  he  had  since  purchased  up  the  Indian 
title  of  William  Johnson,  and  considered  it  a  speculation  of  his  own. 
Here  was  no  suggestion  that  he  had  actually  bought  in  the  right  of 
Henry,  a  reply  that  would  naturally  have  suggested  itself,  if  such  had 
been  the  fact. 

It  is  also  admitted,  In-  the  answer,  that  the  title  of  Jellis  F.  to  the 
2000  acres  had  been  conveyed  by  him,  in  his  lifetime,  to  Abraham  G. 
Lansing  ;  and  that  as  the  title  proved  partly  defective,  the  defendant 
and  his  brother  Henry,  as  the  representatives  of  their  father,  had  con- 
veyed to  Lansing,  in  1793,  other  lands  to  the  amount  of  2G50  acres, 
derived  to  them  from  their  father,  in  lieu  of  the  two  thousand  acres  ;  and 
that  Lansing  had  then  released  his  right  to  the  2000  acres,  to  the  de- 
fendant and  Henry,  The  2000  acres  were  thus  received  back  into  the 
funds  of  the  estate,  as  a  substitute  for  the  2G50  acres  which  had  been 
transferred  ;  and  the  two  brothers  became  equally  entitled,  as  tenants 
in  common  and  residuary  devisees  of  Jellis  F.,  to  all  the  right  and 
interest,  in  law  and  equit}',  of  their  ancestor  to  the  2000  acres.  The 
defendant,  afterwards,  on  the  29th  of  May,  1795,  purchased  of  Moses 
Johnson,  the  heir  of  William  Johnson,  for  GOO  dollars,  his  right  and 
title  to  1000  acres,  being  part  and  parcel  of  the  2000  acres  originally 
pnrchased  by  Jellis  F.  from  Brant  Johnson.  The  question,  then,  is, 
whether  the  defendant  did  not  make  that  purchase  for  the  joint  benefit 
of  himself  and  his  brother  Henry.  If  the  deed  of  the  3d  May,  1794, 
was  given  to  the  defendant  in  trust  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the 
acquisition  of  a  good  title,  then  the  purchase  from  Moses  Johnson  was 
in  trust  for  their  joint  benefit.  The  defendant  has  not  interposed  and 
pleaded  the  Statute  of  Frauds  against  setting  up  a  trust  by  parol,  in  op- 
position to  the  deed  of  the  3d  of  May,  1794  ;  and  we  are  left  at  liberty  to 
judge  of  the  truth  and  effect  of  the  parol  proof.  I  am  strongly  inclined 
to  believe  that  the  deed  was  taken  in  trust,  and  that  the  subsequent 
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purchase  from  Moses  Johnson  was  made  in  trust,  and  that  Henry  was 
equally  interested  in  the  settlement  made  with  the  State,  in  March, 
1799  ;  and  that  his  representatives  are  entitled  to  a  moiety  of  the  pay- 
ment received  from  the  State  (which  payment  amounted  to  G,500  dollars), 
after  allowing  to  the  defendant,  the  payment  he  made  to  Moses  J.  and 
a  just  indemnity  for  his  expenses  in  procuring  the  satisfaction  from  the 
State. 

In  some  cases,  says  Littleton  (sect.  307),  a  release  to  one  joint  tenant 
shall  aid  the  joint  tenant  to  whom  it  was  not  made,  as  well  as  him  to 
whom  it  was  made.  I  will  not  say,  however,  that  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon may  not,  in  any  case,  purchase  in  an  outstanding  title  for  his  ex- 
clusive benefit.  But  when  two  devisees  are  in  possession,  under  an 
imperfect  title,  derived  from  their  common  ancestor,  there  would  seem, 
naturally  and  equitably,  to  arise  an  obligation  between  them,  resulting 
from  their  joint  claim  and  community  of  interests,  that  one  of  them 
should  not  aflfect  the  claim,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other.  It  is  like  an 
expense  laid  out  upon  a  common  subject,  by  one  of  the  owners,  in  which 
■  all  are  entitled  to  the  common  benefit,  on  bearing  a  due  proportion 
of  the  expense.  It  is  not  consistent  with  good  faith,  nor  with  the  duty 
which  the  connection  of  the  parties,  as  claimants  of  a  common  subject, 
created,  that  one  of  them  should  be  able,  without  the  consent  of  the 
other,  to  buy  in  an  outstanding  title,  and  appropriate  the  whole  subject 
to  himself,  and  thus  undermine  and  oust  his  companion.  It  would  be 
repugnant  to  a  sense  of  refined  and  accurate  justice.  It  would  be  im- 
moral, because  it  would  be  against  the  reciprocal  obligation  to  do 
nothing  to  the  prejudice  of  each  other's  equal  claim,  which  the  relation- 
ship of  the  parties,  as  joint  devisees,  created.  Community  of  interest 
produces  a  community  of  duty,  and  there  is  no  real  difference,  on  the 
ground  of  policy  and  justice,  whether  one  co-tenant  buys  up  an  out- 
oding  encumbrance,  or  an  adverse  title,  to  disseise  and  expel  his 
co-tenant.  It  cannot  be  tolerated,  when  applied  to  a  common  subject, 
in  which  the  parties  bad  equal  concern,  and  which  created  a  mutual 
obligation  to  deal  candidly  and  benevolently  with  each  other,  and  to 
cause  no  barm  to  their  joint  interest.  I  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  that 
in  :i  case  like  the  present,  and  assuming  what  the  evidence  warrants  us 
to  assume,  thai  the  deed  of  May,  L794,  was  taken  by  the  defendant  for 

trust  purposes,  that  the  purchase  from  Moses  JohnSOl ght,  in  equity, 

to  inure  for  the  common  benefit,  Bubjecl  to  an  equal  contribution  to  the 
expense.1 

//  //•'/.  for  tin'  plaintiffs. 

Yan   I  <  chten,  for  the  defendant 

1  The  rest  of  the  opinion  U  omitted. 
VOL.   vr. 
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KIRKPATRICK   v.  MATHIOT. 

Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania.     1842. 

[Reported  4  //'.  £  S.  2.r»l.] 

Errob  to  the  Common  Pleas  of  Westmoreland  Count}'. 

1  >:i\  it  1  Kirkpatrick  against  Jacob  1).  Mathiot  and  Noab  Mendall. 
This  was  an  action  of  ejectmenl  for  the  undivided  fourth  part  of  a 
tract  of  land:  in  which  the  parties  stated  the  following  facts,  and  con- 
sidered  them  in  the  nature  of  a  special  verdict. 

Previous  to  the  8th  of  January,  1801,  John  Probst  was  the  owner  of 
a  lull  equal  and  undivided  fourth  part  (the  whole  in  four  equal  parts  to 
he  divided)  of  a  certain  furnace,  called  the  "Westmoreland  furnace 
and  forge,  and  of  several  tracts  of  land  connected  with  the  same, 
amounting  altogether  to  2998  acres,  more  or  less,  which  undivided 
fourth  part  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  recover  in  this  action.  On  the 
8th  of  January,  1801,  John  Probst  executed  a  mortgage  for  the  "West- 
moreland furnace  property,  including  the  lands  in  controversy,  to  John 
Kirkpatrick,  to  secure  the  payment  of  £1050.  John  Kirkpatrick  sued 
out  a  scire  facias  upon  the  mortgage  to  March  Term,  1807,  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas  of  Westmoreland  County,  against  the  administrators  of  John 
Probst,  deceased,  the  mortgagor,  upon  which  judgment  was  rendered 
for  tin-  plaintiff,  on  the  2Gth  of  November,  1820,  for  the  sum  of  $5744, 
with  costs  of  suit.  "Whereupon  levari  facias,  No.  Ill,  of  February 
Term,  1821,  was  issued,  in  virtue  of  which  the  mortgaged  premises  were 
struck  down  to  David  Kirkpatrick,  the  plaintiff  of  record  in  this  action, 
(.ii  the  19th  of  February,  1821. 

John  Klingensmith,  Esq.,  was  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Westmoreland 
at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  sale,  and  the  return  was  signed  by  him, 
having  been  commissioned  on  the  19th  of  November,  1819.  John 
Klingensmith  was  commissioned  as  sheriff  of  Westmoreland  County,  a 
second  time,  on  the  28th  of  October,  1828.  On  the  27th  of  August, 
1829,  John  Klingensmith,  sheriff,  in  pursuance  of  the  proceedings  here- 
tofore referred  to,  executed  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  David  Kirkpatrick, 
for  the  land  in  controversy,  and  acknowledged  it  in  open  court  on  the 
13th  of  August,  1830.  No  application  for  leavcfor  the  sheriff  to  exe- 
cute the  deed,  nor  any  order  of  court  relative  thereto,  could  be  found 
on  record,  and  no  such  order  existed,  unless  it  could  be  inferred  from 
the  fact  of  the  acknowledgment,  which  was  regularly  entered  on  the 
minutes  of  the  court  on  the  day  it  purported  to  have  been  taken.  The 
above  statement  formed  the  plaintiff's  claim  of  title. 

lime  previous  to  the  3d  of  January,  1825,  Alexander  Johnson 
became  vested  with  the  title  to  one  equal  half  part  of  one  equal  fourth 
part  (the  whole  in  four  equal  parts  to  be  divided)  of  the  Westmoreland 
furnace  and  forge,  with  the  appurtenances,  including  the  several  tracts 
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of  land,  supposed  to  embrace  2998  acres,  more  or  less,  being  the  same 
land  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  title  to  the  undivided  fourth  part, 
for  which  this  ejectment  was  brought ;  and  on  the  3d  of  January,  1825, 
Alexander  Johnson  conveyed  the  same  to  James  Cuddy.  On  the  2Gth 
of  December,  1825,  James  Cuddy  sold  to  Jacob  D.  Mathiot  and  Noah 
Mendall,  the  defendants,  all  the  interest  he  had  in  the  property  in  con- 
troversy, in  virtue  of  the  deed  from  Alexander  Johnson,  together  with 
the  half  of  an  undivided  fourth  part  of  the  same  property  as  held  by 
James  Cuddy,  under  an  article  of  agreement  entered  into  between  him- 
self and  M'Clurg  &  M'Knight,  bearing  date  the  15th  of  June,  1825. 
Under  this  contract  the  defendants  became  entitled  to  an  undivided 
fourth  part  (in  four  equal  parts  to  be  divided)  of  the  property  for 
which  this  action  was  brought. 

The  tract  of  land  in  controversy  was  purchased  by  the  commissioners 
of  Westmoreland  County  at  a  treasurer's  sale  of  unseated  land,  on  the 
25th  of  June,  1822,  for  taxes  assessed  on  the  land  as  unseated,  from 
the  year  1808  up  to  the  time  of  sale  ;  and  a  deed  was  duly  executed  to 
them,  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Assembly,  by  the  county  treasurer,  on 
the  14th  of  February,  1823.  Five  years  having  elapsed  without  the 
property  having  been  redeemed  by  the  owners,  the  commissioners  of 
Westmoreland  County  proceeded  to  sell  the  same  pursuant  to  the  Acts 
of  Assembly  in  such  ease  made  and  provided;  and  on  the  25th  of 
November,  1829,  the  property  in  controversy  was  struck  down  to  Jacob 
1).  Mathiot  :uid  Noah  Mendall,  the  defendants,  for  the  consideration  of 
.  and  a  deed  duly  executed  and  acknowledged  by  them  to  the  pur- 
chasers. Before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff  tendered 
to  the  defendants  the  proportion  of  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money, 
the  consideration  of  the  commissioners'  deed,  which  would  be  equiva- 
lent to  the  -hare  to  which  he  claimed  title. 

If,  under  this  statement,  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  judgment  was  to  he  entered  for  him, 
witli  six  cents  damages  and  six  cents  costs;  if  otherwise,  judgment  to 
he  entered  for  defendant-. 

The  court  below  (White,  President)  rendered  a  judgment  for 
defendants. 

FincUay,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

/      ■-'<  ?•,    COllI  I'M. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

II,  -|,,\.  .!.  Tin-  decision  of  this  case  will  depend  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  following  sections  of  the  Acl  of  18th  of  March,  1815,  and 

on  the  relations  and  duties  of  tenants  in  common  to  each  other.  The 
fifth  section  of  the   Act    provides  that   if  a  sum    -hall    not     he    bid    for   a 

t,act  of  land  offered  at  treasurer's  sale.  Bufflcienl  to  cover  the  taxes 

:Ui,|  SCnied  al    that   time.  >•  it  -hall    be    tin'    duty  of  the    commis- 

si.-ners  of  the  pi-ope,-  county,  or  anv  of  them,  to  bid  oil  the  same,  and 
a  deed  shall  thereupon  be  made  by  the  treasurer  to  the  commissioners 
foi  the  time  being,  and  to  theii  ors  in  office,  to  and  for  the  use 
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of  the  proper  county  ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to 
provide  a  book,  wherein  shall  be  entered  the  name  of  the  person  as 
whose  estate  the  same  shall  have  been  sold,  the  quantity  of  land,  and 
the  amount  of  taxes  it  was  sold  for;  and  every  such  tract  shall  not 
thereafter,  so  long  as  the  same  shall  remain  the  property  of  the  county, 
be  charged  in  the  duplicate  of  the  proper  collector;  but  for  five  years 
next  following  such  sale,  if  it  shall  so  long  be  unredeemed,  the  com- 
missioners shall,  in  separate  columns  in  the  same  book,  charge  ever}' 
such  tract  of  land  with  the  reasonable  county  and  road  tax,  according 
to  the  quality  of  said  land,  not  exceeding  in  any  case  the  sum  of  $6  for 
every  hundred  acres."  By  a  subsequent  Act  of  13th  of  March,  1817, 
it  was  left  discretionary  with  the  commissioners  whether  they  would 
purchase. 

"  Sect.  VI.  The  right  of  redemption  shall  remain  in  the  real  owner 
for  live  years  after  such  sale,  on  paying  the  treasurer  of  the  county  all 
the  taxes  and  costs  due  thereon  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  interest 
therefor ;  and  also  the  taxes  assessed  and  interest  thereon  from  the 
time  it  ought  to  have  been  paid,  and  on  the  production  of  the  treas- 
urer's receipt  the  commissioners  shall,  by  deed  poll  indorsed  on  the 
back  of  the  deed  of  the  treasurer  to  them,  convey  to  the  person  who 
shall  have  been  the  owner  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or  to  his 
legal  representatives,  all  the  right  and  title  which  the  county  may  have 
acquired  under  such  sale  as  aforesaid  ;  "  the  road  tax  to  be  paid  to  the 
supervisors  of  the  proper  township. 

"Sect.  VII.  If  the  owner  of  such  land  shall  not  redeem  the  same 
within  the  period  aforesaid,  it  shall  thereafter  be  lawful  for  the  com- 
missioners to  sell  any  such  land  by  public  sale,  and  make  a  deed  there- 
for to  the  purchaser,  which  shall  be  available  in  law  against  the  county 
as  well  as  against  the  person  or  persons  as  whose  estate  the  same  had 
been  sold  ;  but  no  tract  shall  be  sold  for  a  sum  less  than  the  amount  of 
taxes,  cost,  and  interest  which  shall  be  due  at  the  time  of  such  sale  by 
the  commissioners,"  &c.  And  by  Act  of  20th  of  March,  1824,  section 
second,  it  is  enacted,  that  such  deed  made  by  the  commissioners  shall 
vest  a  good  and  valid  title  in  fee-simple  in  the  purchaser.  And  b}'  the 
first  section  it  is  enacted,  that  the  commissioners  may  sell  lands  so 
purchased  for  the  best  price  that  can  be  obtained  for  them.  There  is 
nothing  in  any  of  these  Acts  which  in  any  degree  gives  color  to  the 
idea  that  after  the  five  }'ears  have  expired  the  former  owner  had  any 
particle  of  interest  in  them,  or  in  the  proceeds  of  them. 

Two  cases  decided  in  this  court  seem  to  settle  all  matters  necessary 
to  decide  this  cause.  Huston  v.  Foster,  1  Watts,  477.  The  offer  of 
the  former  owner  to  redeem  after  the  five  j^ears  had  elapsed,  did  not 
avail  him  anything;  and  secondly,  the  sale  by  the  commissioners  after 
the  five  years  was  a  sale  by  owners,  and  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to 
show  anything  but  his  deed.  The  other  case  is  Lewis  v.  Robinson,  10 
Watts,  354.  Land  hold  by  two  joint  tenants  was  sold  for  taxes  ;  after 
the  time  for  redemption  had  gone  by,  one  of  those  who  had  been  a 
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tenant  in  common  bought  from  the  purchaser  at  sale  for  taxes.  This 
court  held  that  although  if  one  tenant  in  common  had  redeemed  the 
land  within  two  years  it  might  have  enured  to  the  use  of  the  other ; 
yet  after  the  time  for  redemption  had  elapsed,  and  the  title  was  valid 
in  the  purchaser,  the  relation  of  tenants  in  common  ceased,  and  either 
might  purchase  and  hold  for  himself.  These  decisions,  or  the  last  of 
them,  were  not  published  when  this  writ  of  error  was  taken. 

Judgment  affirmed.1 


PAGE   v.   WEBSTER. 

Supreme  Court  oe  Michigan.     1860. 
[Reported  3  Mich.  263.  J 

Questions  reserved  from  Montcalm  Circuit  in  Chancery,  where  Canso 
Crane,  one  of  the  defendants,  had  interposed  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  of 
complaint,  for  multifariousness.  The  case  is  sufficiently  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

.1   and  E.  Gould,  for  defendant  Crane. 

J.  W.  Longyear,  fur  complainant. 

Martin,  C.  J.  This  bill  is  filed  for  partition  of  real  estate  held  by 
the  complainants  and  defendants  as  tenants  in  common.  As  to  Web- 
ster, who  is  described  as  being  the  owner  of  an  undivided  one-fourth, 
the  bill  is  taken  as  confessed.  Crane  is  represented  as  the  owner  of 
another  undivided  one-fourth,  and  the  bill  further  alleges  that  he  has  a 
pretended  title  which  he  claims  to  hold  as  adverse  to  that  of  his  co- 
tenants,  but  which  is  averred  to  he  fraudulent  and  void;  and  they  ask 
to  have  it  so  declared,  in  order  that  partition  of  the  several  interests  of 
the  owners  may  he  made.  The  facts  respecting  this  title  are  set  out 
in  the  lull  substantially  as  follows:  The  whole  of  the  lands  owned  in 
common  was  .sold  at  tax  sales,  lor  non-payment  of  taxes  assessed 
thereon  during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  in  common;  and  upon 
sucfa  sales,  the  defendant  Crane,  being  such  co-tenant,  hid  oil'  the  same 
for  the  taxes  of  certain  years,  and  for  those  of  other  years  caused  the 
land    to  lie  bid  off  by  his   brother,  hut   for   his  own  use.  and,  as  the   hill 

alleges,  he  took  a  transfer  of  the  i>ids.  and  procured  deeds  from  the 
Auditor-General  t<>  he  executed  therefor  to  himself.  Heed,  in  his  life- 
time, offered  to  pay  Crane  bis  proportion  of  such  bids,  and  the  inn  rest, 

&C,  and  the  C0mplainant8,  who  are  his  executor  and   devisees,  are  still 
l.    and  DOW  offer  to  do  BO  J    bul   I  hey  also  insist  that  such  sales  were 

invalid  for  irregularities,  and  thai  Crane's  title  is  a  cloud  upon  theirs 

Whicb  OUght  to  he  removed. 

This,  Crane  contends,  is  an  assertion  and  admission  of  an  adverse 

i  See  Al-rarulvr  v.  Sully,  W  Iowa,  192  (1878). 
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title  and  claim  in  himself,  which  cannot  be  litigated  in  this  suit;  but 
thai  the  validity  of  his  title  thus  acquired  should  be  lirst  determined  at 
law,  and  if  found  to  be  invalid,  then  this  suit  can  be  maintained. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether,  on  a  bill  for  partition  be- 
tween  tenants  in  common,  adverse  titles  or  claims  can  be  litigated  and 
settled:  because,  if  the  allegations  of  this  bill  are  true  —  and  the  de- 
murrer admits  their  truth  —  Crane  has  no  adverse  title  or  claim,  lie 
occupies  neither  the  position  of  one  purchasing  in  an  outstanding  ad- 
verse title,  nor  of  one  purchasing  from  a  bona  fide  purchaser  at  a  tax 
sale,  whose  title  had  become  absolute,  whereby  the  co-tenancy  had 
been  dissolved.  He  stands  simply  as  one  who  has  paid  upon  compul- 
sion taxes  assessed  against  the  property  held  by  him  in  common  with 
others. 

The  burden  was  cast  upon  him  and  his  co-tenants  to  pay  the  taxes 
-■  d  against  the  land.  This  each  might  have  discharged,  so  tar  as 
his  own  interest  was  concerned,  by  pa3'ing  his  aliquot  proportion  of  the 
tax  ;  and  thus  relieved  such  interest  from  the  lien  for  the  tax  which  the 
law  imposed  upon  it.  Had  Crane  done  this,  and  afterwards  bid  in  his 
co-tenants'  interest  sold  for  their  default,  perhaps  a  different  rule  might 
obtain,  and  he  have  acquired  a  good  title  as  against  them:  but  such 
is  not  this  case,  and  no  opinion  is  called  for  upon  such  a  state  of  facts. 
But  as  they  all  neglected  to  discharge  this  burden,  and  as  the  coercive 
measure  of  a  sale  of  the  land  was  resorted  to  by  the  State  to  compel  it, 
when  Crane  bid  in,  or  procured  another  to  bid  in  the  land  for  him,  and 
took  the  deeds  to  himself,  he  acquired  therein"  no  title  as  against  his 
co-tenants,  as  this  was  but  another  way  of  discharging  such  burden. 
He  was  in  default  himself;  and  his  default,  as  well  as  that  of  the  other 
co-tenants,  occasioned  the  sale  ;  and  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  take 
advantage  of  his  own  neglect  of  duty,  to  acquire  the  title  of  others.  So 
far  as  this  suit  is  concerned,  therefore,  he  stands  in  the  precise  situa- 
tion -in'  which  he  would,  had  he  voluntarily  paid  the  whole  amount  of 
taxes  before  sale.  He  has  no  title,  but  simply  a  right  to  compel  con- 
tribution from  his  co-tenants  ;  and  the  bill  is  not  multifarious  for  aver- 
ring the  facts,  the  character  of  the  purchase,  and  his  adverse  claims 
founded  upon  it ;  nor  for  prajing  relief  against  them  in  aid  of  the  par- 
tition. See  Letcis  v.  liobinson,  10  Watts,  354  ;  Williams  v.  Gray,  3 
Greenl.  207  ;    Van  Home  v.  Fonda,  5  Johns.  Ch.  407. 

Such  being  the  rule,  both  of  law  and  equity,  complainants  are  entitled 
to  the  discovery  sought;  for  if  Crane's  title  be  of  the  character  charged 
in  the  bill,  the  court  ma}-  and  ought  to  declare  it  void  and  no  impedi- 
ment in  the  way  of  making  partition  between  these  parties.  See  Over- 
ton v.    Woolfolh,  6  Dana,  374. 

The  interests  of  the  several  complainants  are  set  forth  with  sufficient 
particularity.  The  Statute  (Comp.  L.  §  4G19)  requires  that  the  bill 
shall  set  forth  the  rights  and  titles  of  all  persons  interested  in  the  land, 
so  far  ;;s  the  same  are  known  to  the  complainant.  These  complainants 
proceed  jointly  as  the  executor  and  devisees  of  Ilezekiah  II.  Reed,  for 
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a  partition  between  the  estate  and  these  defendants.  They  ask  no  par- 
tition as  between  themselves.  So  far  as  the  executor  is  concerned,  he 
represents  the  whole  title,  and  the  devisees  unite  with  him  as  interested 
in  the  subject-matter,  and  submitting  to  be  bound  by  the  decree.  This 
they  may  do,  as  indeed  may  all  representatives  of  a  single  interest. 
See  Hill,  on  Real  Property,  GOG. 

The  objection  of  the  defendant  Crane  appears  to  be,  that  the  interest 
of  each  complainant  is  not  set  out  with  sufficient  particularity,  and  that 
the  bill  does  not  show  iu  what  proportions  the  complainants  take  under 
the  will  of  Reed,  nor  in  what  manner  Page  has  an  interest  in  the  land, 
nor  how  much  that  interest  is.  The  bill  avers  that  Ilezekiah  II.  Reed, 
in  his  lifetime,  was  seised  of  the  undivided  one-half  of  the  lauds  in  ques- 
tion, and  while  so  seised,  died,  leaving  his  last  will  and  testament, 
whereby,  among  other  things,  Page  was  nominated  his  executor,  and 
the  land  was  devised  in  common  to  the  other  complainants,  with  the 
power  nevertheless  in  such  executor  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same. 
There  is  no  ambiguity  in  this  statement  of  the  interests  of  the  several 
complainants,  which,  with  the  exception  of  that  of  Page,  would  neces- 
sarily be  share  and  share  alike  ;  and  Page's  interest  is  stated  with  suf- 
ficient clearness  as  that  of  an  executor  with  power  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  whole  interest  which  the  testator  had  in  the  land.  I  can  perceive 
no  necessity  in  any  case  for  greater  particularity;  nor  are  we  referred 
to  any  authorities  or  any  principle  of  pleading  requiring  it.  Sufficient 
is  stated  to  enable  the  court  to  take  the  necessary  proofs  of  the  interests 
of  the  several  parties,  upon  which  to  decree  a  partition  ;  and  especially 
in  this  case,  where  the  complainants  seek  no  partition  as  between 
themselves. 

Let  it  be  certified  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  county  of  Montcalm, 
as  the  opinion  of  this  court,  that,  upon  the  points  reserved,  the  demurrer 
should  l»e  overruled. 

The  other  justices  concurred.1 


ROBERTS   o.   THORN. 
Si  premb  Court  of  Texas.     18G0. 
[Reported  26  Tex.  7-i8. 1 

Appeal  from  Nacogdoches.  Tried  below  before  the  ll<m.  A.  W.  O. 
1 1>  kt. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  Felix  <•■  and  Noel  O.  Roberts,  execu- 
tors of  the  will  of  Blisha  Roberts,  deceased,  againsl  the  administrator 

and  heirs  of  Frosl  Thorn,  deceased.    The  petition  of  the  plaintiffs 
alleged  that  on  or  about  the  24th  day  of  September,  1884,  one  Adol 
[£   M.e-.   til  (1889)  ;  Duboit  v.  Campau,  21  Mich.  :;'in 
(1872).    I  f.  Cedm  Canyon  Mining  Co.  v.  )'.i«W,  27  Wash.  271  (1902). 
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phus  stcrnc  claimed  to  own  the  Cordova  grant  of  land,  in  Nacogdoches 
County,  containing  about  three  ami  a  hair  leagues  of  land,  on  which 
day  he  sold  and  conveyed  to  Frost  Thorn,  in  his  lifetime,  one  undi- 
vided half  of  said  grant ;  that  about  the  7th  day  of  January,  1885,  said 
:  ue  sold  and  conveyed  the  remaining  undivided  one-half  thereof  to 
Philip  A.  Sublett;  that  on  or  about  the  17th  day  of  January,  1888, 
said  Sublett  sold  and  conveyed  to  Elisha  Roberts,  plaintiffs'  testator, 
two-thirds  of  his  aforesaid  interest  of  one-half;  and  that  the  said 
Elisha  Roberts  retained  his  aforesaid  interest  during  his  life,  and 
which,  plaintiffs  claim,  yet  belongs  to  his  estate. 

The  petition   further  alleges  that  on  or  about  the day  of , 

the  title  under  which  said  Frost  Thorn  and  petitioners,  as  executors, 
held  said  land,  became  exceedingly  questionable  ;  a  great  portion  of  the 
land  having  been  located  upon  by  others  ;  that  said  Thorn  had  sold 
some  portion  of  it,  not  leaving  more  than  one  league  worth  filing  a 
certificate  upon,  which  lay  in  two  parcels,  one-half  of  a  league,  or  there- 
abouts, lying  in  the  southeast  corner  of  said  tract,  and  the  other  half 
league,  or  thereabouts,  lying  for  northern  boundary  on  the  north  line 
of  said  tract,  between  the  northeast  and  northwest  corners  of  said  sur- 
veys. That  the  title  to  said  Cordova  grant,  as  derived  through  said 
Sterne,  has  never  yet  been  adjudicated,  but  is  still  considered  question- 
able and  doubtful.     That  these  two  tracts  or  parcels  of  land  were,  on 

or  about  the day  of ,  by  said  Frost  Thorn  located  upon  in 

his  own  name,  by  virtue  whereof  patents  have  issued  therefor  to  him 
in  his  individual  name,  from  the  general  land  office. 

The  petition  asserts  that  the  file,  location  and  patents  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  petitioners  as  executors,  as  well  as  to  said  Thorn,  in  propor- 
tion to  their  respective  interests  derived  through  said  Sterne.  Plain- 
tiffs aver  that  they  would  gladly  have  joined  said  Thorn  in  re-locating 
said  tracts,  and  have  paid  their  proportion  in  carrying  such  location 
into  a  patent,  but  had  no  notice  or  intimation  of  the  intention  of  said 
Thorn  to  make  said  re-location.  They  aver  that  the  value  of  the  land 
certificate  located  as  aforesaid  by  said  Thorn,  did  not  exceed  $500, 
and  that  the  other  expenses  incident  to  said  location  of  patents  did  not 

exceed  S ,  two-thirds  of  one-half  whereof  they  offer  to  pay  to  the 

Legal  representatives  of  said  Frost  Thorn,  deceased.  By  amended 
petition  they  allege  further,  that  before  the  location  and  patenting 
aforesaid,  one  Bailey,  being  a  tenant  on  said  land,  was  sued  by  said 
Thorn,  of  the  pendency  whereof  he  gave  to  plaintiffs'  testator  notice, 
and  requested  him  to  furnish  counsel  to  assist  in  the  prosecution  of  it, 
and  that  said  testator,  and  after  his  death  the  plaintiffs  as  executors, 
complied  with  the  aforesaid  request.  Thereupon,  they  further  say 
said  Thorn  abandoned  and  dismissed  said  suit,  and  immediately  located 
and  filed  the  certificates  upon  the  land,  without  notifying  plaintiffs  or 
their  testator  of  any  such  intention  as  before  stated. 

The  petition  prayed  that  two-thirds  of  the  undivided  half  of  said  two 
parcels  of  land  so  located  by  and  patented  to  the  said  Frost  Thorn, 
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deceased,  be  decreed  to  the  heirs  and  legal  representatives  of  said 
Elisha  Roberts  on  payment  by  them  of  their  proportionate  rate  of  cost 
and  expense  aforesaid  incurred  by  said  Thorn  to  obtain  said  patents  ; 
the  amount  thereof  to  be  ascertained  on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  The 
plaintiffs  prayed  also  for  partition  of  the  respective  interests  in  said 
land. 

The  defendants  filed  a  general  exception  to  the  petition,  which  was 
by  the  court  sustained,  and  judgment  rendered  accordingly  against  the 
plaintiffs.  The  plaintiffs  assign  for  error  the  court's  ruling  above 
stated. 

II.  C.  Wallace,  for  the  appellants. 

G.  F.  Moore,  for  the  appellees. 

Wheeler,  C.  J.  The  question  to  be  determined  is  whether,  upon 
the  case  stated  in  the  petition,  the  appropriation  of  the  land  in  question 
by  Thorn  as  vacant  land  inured  to  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff's  testa- 
tor? In  Van  Home  v.  Fonda,  5  Johns.  Ch.  R.  388,  Chancellor  Kent 
decided  that  one  of  two  devisees  could  not  purchase  an  encumbrance 
on  their  joint  estate  and  use  it  to  sell  the  land,  and  to  strip  the  other 
of  his  property.  The  Chancellor  said:  "I  will  not  say  that  one  ten- 
ant in  common  may  not,  in  any  case,  purchase  in  an  outstanding  title 
for  his  exclusive  benefit.  But  when  two  devisees  are  in  possession  un- 
der an  imperfect  title,  derived  from  their  common  ancestor,  there  would 
seem  naturally  and  equitably  to  arise  an  obligation  between  them, 
resulting  from  their  joint  claim  and  community  of  interests,  that  one  of 
them  should  not  affect  the  claim  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other.  It  is 
like  an  expense  laid  out  upon  a  common  subject,  by  one  of  the  owners, 
in  which  case  all  are  entitled  to  the  common  benefit  on  bearing  a  due 
proportion  of  the  expense.  It  is  not  consistent  with  good  faith,  nor 
with  the  duty  which  the  connection  of  the  parties,  as  claimants  of  a 
common  subject,  created,  that  one  of  them  should  be  able,  without  the 
con M-nt  of  the  other,  to  buy  in  an  outstanding  title,  and  appropriate 
the  whole  subject  to  himself,  and  thus  undermine  and  oust  his  com- 
panion. It  would  be  repugnant  to  a  Bense  of  refined  and  accurate  jus- 
tice. It  would  lie  immoral,  because  it  would  lie  againsl  the  reciprocal 
obligation  to  do   nothing   to  the   prejudice  of  each  other's  equal  claim, 

which  the  relationship  of  the  parties,  as  joint  devisees,  created."  (lb. 
407.) 

In  accordance  with  these  views,  it  seems  to  be  well  settled,  that 
joint  tenants  and  co-parceners  stand  in  such  confidential  relations  in 
ird  to  one  another's  interest,  that  one  of  them  is  not  permitted  in 
equity  to  acquire  an  interesl  in  the  property  hostile  to  that  of  the 
other;  and.  therefore,  a  purchase,  by  a  joint  tenant  or  co-parcener,  of 
an  encumbrance  on  the  joint  estate,  or  an  outstanding  title  to  it,  is  held, 
at  the  election  of  In-  co-tenants  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  inure  to 
the  equal  benefll  of  all  the  tenants  upon  condition  that  they  will  con- 
tribute then-  respective  ratios  of  the  consideration  actually  given.  The 
same  equity  has  been  considered  as  subsisting  between  tenants  in  com- 
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mou,  where  they  hoKl  under  the  same  instrument.  Ami  where  two 
tenants  in  common,  who  had  beard  of  an  adverse  title,  ami  agreed  to 
join  in  defending  against  it,  or  in  purchasing  it,  it  was  decided  that  one 
of  them  who  purchased  the  adverse  title  for  a  small  sum,  must  hold  it 
in  trust  for  the  other,  upon  that  other  paying  his  proportion  of  the  pur- 
chase-money. (Cited  in  Smiley v \  Dixon,  1  Penn.  111.)  lint  it  is  said 
in  the  notes  to  the  leading  ease  of  Reich  v.  Sanford,  14)011  a  review  of 
the  authorities,  that  "  tenants  in  common  probably  are  subject  to  this 
mutual  obligation,  only  where  their  interest  accrues  under  the  same 
instrument,  or  aet  of  the  parties  or  of  the  law,  or  where  they  have  en- 
tered into  some  engagement  or  understanding  with  one  another;  for 
persons  acquiring  unconnected  interests  in  the  same  subject,  by  distinct 
purchases,  though  it  may  be  under  the  same  title,  arc  probably  not 
bound  to  any  greater  protection  of  one  another's  interests,  than  would 
be  required  among  strangers."  1  L.  Cases  in  Eq.  74,  75;  Matthews 
v.  Bliss,  22  Pick.  48.  This  is  believed  to  be  a  proper  qualification  of 
the  doctrine  as  applied  to  tenants  in  common  ;  and  applied  to  the  pres- 
ent case,  it  cannot,  we  think,  be  held  that  the  title  acquired  by  Thorn 
inured  to  the  benefit  of  plaintiff's  testator.  Their  interests  did  not 
accrue  under  the  same  instrument,  but  they  purchased  at  different 
times,  by  different  instruments ;  and  there  is  no  averment  of  an}' 
agreement  between  them  respecting  the  title.  It  is  averred  that  the 
defendant's  testator  had  brought  suit  to  recover  the  possession,  and 
gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff's  testator  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  and 
requested  him  to  furnish  counsel  to  assist  in  the  prosecution  of  it, 
which  he  did.  This  can  scarcely  be  said  to  be  a  sufficient  allegation  of 
an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  unite  in  defending  and  upholding 
the  title.  It  is  the  statement  of  evidence  tending  to  the  proof  of  such 
an  agreement  rather  than  of  the  agreement. itself.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  it  is  not  averred  that  Thorn  wras  ever  in  possession,  or  that  he  had 
any  superior  knowledge  or  means  of  information  respecting  the  state 
of  the  title,  or  that  he  made  use  of  his  co-tenancy  to  obtain  an  advan- 
tage. The  only  complaint  is,  that  he  located  the  land  and  obtained 
the  title  from  the  government  without  giving  notice  to  his  co-tenant. 
But  so  far  as  appears,  his  co-tenant  had  equal  knowdedge  and  oppor- 
tunity to  secure  the  land  for  himself,  if  he  saw  proper.  It  appears  by 
the  petition  that  others,  as  well  as  Thorn,  were  aware  of  the  condition 
of  the  title,  and  had  already  located  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
land. 

This  brings  me  to  notice  another  aspect  of  the  case  which,  to  my  own 
mind,  is  decisive.  It  is  not  averred  that  the  supposed  title  purchased 
of  Sterne  was  of  any  value;  and  I  think  it  ma}-  be  inferred  from  the 
petition  that  it  was  worthless,  and  the  land  in  fact  vacant.  If  such 
was  the  case,  the  parties  acquired  nothing  by  their  purchase,  and  con- 
sequently had  no  title  or  estate  to  create  a  tenancy  in  common.  The 
doctrine  we  are  considering  applies  where  there  is  a  community  of  in- 
terest in  a  defective  title,  or  a  superior  outstanding  title  or  encum- 
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brance.  If  the  inference  I  deduce  from  the  statements  of  the  petition 
be  correct,  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  defective  title,  but  of  a  want  of 
title.  In  such  a  case,  in  Pennsylvania,  where  two  persons  had  pur- 
chased from  a  third  who  was  supposed  to  have  a  title,  but  who,  it  was 
afterwards  ascertained,  had  none,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  there 
was  nothing  in  the  supposed  co-tenancy  to  prevent  one  of  the  parties 
from  appropriating  the  land  for  his  own  exclusive  benefit.  Smiley  v. 
Dixon,  1  Peiin.  R.  441.  The  parties  took  nothing  by  their  purchase  ; 
they  were  not  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  and  there  was  no 
privity  between  them.  The  court  recognized  the  doctrine  which  for- 
bids one  tenant  to  do  anything  to  the  prejudice  of  his  co-tenant  in  its 
full  extent,  but  denied  its  application  to  such  a  case  ;  observing  that 
there  was  no  privity,  no  confidence  between  the  parties,  and  nothing 
done  by  the  one  to  induce  the  other  to  purchase,  or  to  confide  in  their 
purchase.  The  land  was  vacant,  to  be  taken  by' the  first  occupant; 
and  there  existed  no  obligation  between  the  parties  to  prevent  its  ap- 
propriation by  one  of  them.  These  observations  apply  in  their  full 
force  to  the  present  case  in  my  view  of  it.  There  was  no  privity 
between  the  parties  ;  they  acquired  nothing  by  their  purchase  ;  and 
there  was  no  relation  of  confidence  or  community  of  interest  to  prevent 
the  appropriation  of  the  land  by  one  of  them.  I  mention  this  view  of 
the  case  only  as  the  one  which  is  most  satisfactory  to  my  mind. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  judgment,  and  that  it 

be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed.1 


CONN   v.  CONN. 

Supreme  Court  of  Iowa.     1882. 

[Reported  58  /<<"•",  747.] 

Actios  for  partition  of  real  estate.  There  was  a  reference,  and  upon 
the  coming  in  of  the  report  the  same  was  confirmed.  From  the  judg- 
ment the  intervenor  appeals. 

//.  <'.  //>//"./'</■</,/,  for  appellant. 

No  appearance,  for  appellee. 

Seevkbs,  C.  J.'  The  undisputed  facta  are,  that  in  18G0  Robert  Conn 
died  intestate,  seised  of  eighty  acres  of  land,  lie  left  surviving  him  a 
widow,  who  intermarried  with  defendant  Eggleston.  He  also  left  sur- 
viving him  f<»ur  children,  one  of  whom  is  the  plaintiff,  two  are  defend- 
ant-, and  oic  «lied  without  Issue  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action. 

In  1876  the  widow  of  deceased  and  her  husband  Eggleston  executed 
a  niort'_r:e_re  upon  said  pinnies  to  the  defendant  Faunce,  which  has 
been  foreclosed,  and  the  premises  sold  and  conveyed  by  the  sheriff  to 

I  See  Davit  v.  Gwtns,  71  Mo.  «4  (187'J).  Cf.  UarUau  v.  Merrium,  W  Minn.  222 
(1893). 
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Said  Faunce.      In   1875  said    real  estate  was  purchased   by  one  Craig  :it 

delinquent  tax  Bale,  who  paid  certain  subsequent  taxes  and  conveyed 

bis   interest   to   Faunce.  to   whom   the   premises   were   conveyed   by   the 

county  treasurer,  and  afterwards  Fauuce  conveyed  the  premises  by 
quitclaim  deed  to  the  intervenor.  The  referee  found  that  the  widow 
ol  Robert  Conn  and  her  children  resided  upon  and  occupied  said 
premises  as  their  homestead  until  1878,  when  the  widow  abandoned 
the  same,  leaving  said  children  residing  thereon,  and  that  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  the  widow  had  elected  to  take  the  homestead 
lor  life. 

The  questions  presented  by  counsel  are:  — 

I.  Whether  the  widow  can  take  of  the  real  estate  owned  by  her  hus- 
band, both  her  distributive  share  or  dower,  as  it  was  designated  when 
Robert  Conn  died,  ami  the  homestead  for  and  during  her  life.  It  has 
Imii  more  than  once  held  that  she  may  take  either,  but  not  both. 
Myer  v.  Myer,  23  Iowa,  359;  Butterfield  v.  Wicks,  44  Id.  310. 

II.  Is  there  in  the  case  at  bar  sufficient  evidence  the  widow  elected 
to  take  the  homestead?  In  Butterfield  v.  Wicks,  it  was  said:  "The 
occupancy  of  the  property  ...  as  a  homestead  may  well  be  regarded 
as  an  election  to  hold  it  as  a  homestead  and  not  a  part  of  it  merely  as 
dower."'  That  the  occupancy  of  the  homestead  at  some  period  of  time 
should  be  regarded  as  sufficient  evidence  of  an  election  to  take  it  for 
life  in  preference  to  dower  or  a  distributive  share  must,  we  think,  be 
true.  The  only  thing  which  tends  to  evince  the  occupancy  of  the  home- 
stead should  not  be  regarded  as  an  election  is  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage,  but  this  was  not  executed  until  more  than  ten  years  after  the 
death  of  Robert  Conn.  During  all  that  time  the  premises  were  occupied 
by  the  widow  as  a  homestead,  and  no  claim  was  made  to  have  her  claim 
admeasured.  She  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  she  could  not  have 
both  dower  and  occupy  the  premises  as  a  homestead.  We  think  her  oc- 
cupancy of  the  homestead  for  more  than  ten  years  should  be  regarded 
as  an  election  to  take  it  for  life.  Actions  for  the  recover}'  of  real  estate 
are  barred  at  ten  years,  and  such  period  is  sufficient  evidence  of  an  elec- 
tion to  take  the  homestead  instead  of  a  distributive  share. 

III.  The  next  question  is  as  to  the  right  of  the  heirs  to  redeem  from 
the  tax  sale.  As  to  two  of  them,  the  right  is  conceded  on  the  ground 
of  minority.  The  right  of  one  of  the  heirs,  as  we  understand,  to  re- 
deem, is  contested.  The  evidence  is  not  all  before  us,  but  Fauuce 
acquired  title  under  the  mortgage  foreclosure  in  July,  1878.  When 
Faunce  acquired  the  interest  of  the  purchaser  at  the  tax  sale,  we  are 
unable  to  say.  as  such  fact  was  not  found  by  the  referee,  and  the  evi- 
dence showing  such  fact  has  been  omitted.  As  one  of  the  children  of 
Robert  Conn  died  without  issue  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage, 
the  latter  became  a  lien  upon  the  share  of  Mrs.  Eggleston  which  she 
inherited  from  such  deceased  child.  Upon  the  foreclosure  of  the  mort- 
gage and  sale  thereunder,  such  interest  became  vested  in  Faunce.  In 
the  absence  of  the  evidence  we  must  presume  Faunce  acquired  the  in- 
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terest  of  the  purchaser  at  the  tax  sale  after  he  became  vested  with  the 
title  to  the  share  of  the  deceased  child.  Faunce  then  was  a  tenant  iu 
common  with  the  other  heirs  of  Robert  Conn,  and  it  is  believed  to  be 
well  settled  that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  acquire  a  tax  title  to  the 
prejudice  of  his  co-tenants.  Weare  v.  Van  Meter,  42  Iowa,  128  ;  Fal- 
lon v.  Chidester,  46  Id.  588.  The  intervcnor  has  no  better  right  than 
Faunce  because  he  holds  under  a  quitclaim  deed.  The  intervener  there- 
fore cannot  complain  of  the  action  of  the  court  holding  there  could  be 
redemption. 

It  is  insisted  the  intervenor  was  entitled  to  rents  and  profits  after  his 
right  as  a  tenant  in  common  was  denied.  We  fail  to  find  the  referee 
made  any  finding  upon  this  subject,  and  as  the  exceptions  to  his  report 
are  not  set  out  in  the  abstract,  we  are  unable  to  sa}'  this  matter  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Circuit  Court. 

The  referee  found  the  amount  required  to  redeem,  and  allowed  six  per 
cent  interest  thereon  from  the  time  the  several  amounts  were  paid.  It 
is  insisted  the  interest  should  have  been  ten  per  cent.  In  this  we  do  not 
concur. 

Affirmed.1 


KENNEDY   v.    DE   TRAFFORD. 
House  of  Lords.     1897. 

[Reported  [mi]  A.  C.  180.] 

In  1877,  Carswell  and  the  respondent  Dodson,  tenants  in  common  in 
fee  of  freehold  property  in  Manchester,  mortgaged  it  to  Sir  H.  de 
Trafford  for  £G0,00u,  with  a  proviso  for  redemption  and  re-conveyance 
to  the  mortgagors  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  usual  power  of  sale 
after  six  months'  notice. 

In  1886  Carswell  was  adjudicated  bankrupt,  and  the  appellant  was 
subsequently  appointed  his  trustee.  Sir  II.  de  Trafford  having  died 
his  executors  (how  represented  by  the  respondent  De  Trafford)  in  1886 
gave  notice  to  pay  oil'  the  mortgage.  In  1887  the  mortgagees  were 
threatening  foreclosure.  The  appellant  having  declined  to  redeem, 
tiie  mortgagees  in  .Inly.  1888,  gave  to  him  and  to  Dodson  notice  of  their 
intention  to  Bell  (if  they  could  obtain  principal,  interest  and  costs)  in  the 

terms  set  out  in  Lord  Berschell's  judgment  Having  advertised  for  ten- 
ders the  mortgagees  in  1889  -old  under  their  power  of  side  to  I  todson  for 
the  amount  due  for  principal,  interest  and  costs,  £54,000  being  left  on 
and  the  rest  paid  off.  Before  the  sale  the  appellant  was  in- 
formal of  all  the  particulars,  except  the  name  of  the  purchaser.  In 
1891  be  discovered  that  the  purchaser  was  Dodson.  and  in  1895  he 
brought  this  action  in  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster  against  the 
1  See  Bracken  t.  Cooptr,  80  III.  221  (1876) ;  Montague  v.  Selb,  100  111.  4'J  (1883). 
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respondents,  claiming  {inter  alia)  to  sot  aside  the  sale  as  invalid  ;  re- 
demption and  a  sale  ;  alternatively,  damages  against  the  mortgagees  for 
negligence  in  the  exercise  o(  the  power  of  sale. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  being  of  opinion  upon  the  evidence  that  Dodson 
stood  in  a  fiduciary  relation  towards  the  appellant,  made  an  order 
declaring  (inter  alia)  that  the  sale  was  not  a  due  exercise  of  the  power 
of  sale  and  ought  to  be  set  aside  ;  and  that  Dodson  was  not  entitled  to 
retain  for  his  sole  benefit  the  entirety  of  the  property  or  of  the  equity 
of  redemption,  but  that  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  an  undivided 
moiety  thereof,  subject  to  the  amount  owing  under  or  by  virtue  of  the 
sale;  ami  he  ordered  accordingly.  The  Court  of  Appeal  (Lindley, 
Kay  and  A.  L.  Smith,  L.  JJ.)  reversed  this  decision  and  dismissed  the 
action  with  costs.     [1896]  1  Ch.  762. 

On  the  argument  of  the  present  appeal  Ivy  the  plaintiff  the  main  con- 
tention on  his  behalf  was  that  Dodson  had  collected  the  rents  and 
managed  the  property  as  agent  for  the  appellant  and  also  for  the 
mortgagees,  but  as  will  be  seen  their  Lordships  thought  that  there  was 
no  evidence  whatever  of  this. 

Farwell,  Q.  C,  and  A.  C.  Maberly,  for  the  appellant. 

Warmington,  Q.  C,  and  T.  Clarkson,  for  the  respondent  De  Trafford, 
and  Astbury,  Q.  C,  and  G.  Dodson,  for  the  respondent. 

Lord  Herschkll.  My  Lords,  I  confess  I  think  this  as  hopeless  an 
appeal  as  has  ever  been  presented  to  your  Lordships. 

The  action  is  brought  against  the  mortgagees  of  some  property  in 
Manchester  to  set  aside  a  sale  made  by  them  under  the  power  of  sale 
contained  in  their  mortgage  deed.  The  property  mortgaged  was  held 
by  two  persons,  the  defendant  Dodson  and  a  Mr.  Carswell,  as  tenants 
in  common.  They  were  co-owners,  each  possessing  an  undivided 
moiety.  The  mortgage  was  for  a  sum  of  £60,000  to  Sir  Humphre}7  de 
Trafford,  who  is  represented,  he  being  dead,  by  the  respondent  De 
Trafford.  It  appears  that  the  mortgagees  became  uneas}r  about  their 
security,  it  matters  not  why,  and  gave  notice  calling  in  the  money  and 
pressing  for  payment.  Payment  was  not  made.  Various  proposals 
from  time  to  time  were  made,  none  of  which  came  to  any  effect.  At 
the  time  to  which  I  am  referring  Carswell  had  transferred  his  interest 
by  a  voluntary  settlement  to  Brown,  and  he  afterwards  became  bank- 
rupt, and  on  the  occasion  of  his  bankruptcy  Dr.  Kennedy,  the  appellant, 
was  appointed  trustee. 

The  rents  no  doubt  were  collected  from  time  to  time  by  Dodson,  one 
of  the  defendants  in  this  action,  and  one  of  the  co-owners.  I  will 
come  in  a  moment  to  the  circumstances  under  which  they  were  collected, 
but  I  will  deal  first  with  the  questions  raised  with  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  sale.  Having,  as  I  have  said,  called  in  their  money,  and 
payment  not  having  been  made,  as  they  desired  to  reduce  the  mort- 
gage debt,  the  mortgagees,  then  represented  by  their  solicitor  Mr. 
Taylor,  stated  that  they  must  be  paid  the  rents  of  the  property  as  re- 
ceived instead  of  their  being  held  by  the  co-owners  for  their  own  benefit 


SECT.  I.]  KENNEDY  V.    DE  TRAFFORD.  527 

subject  to  the  payment  of  the  interest.  Accordingly,  from  a  date  in  the 
vear  1887,  the  rents  were  paid  over  from  time  to  time  by  Mr.  Dodson, 
who  received  them,  to  the  mortgagees.  But  they  were  not  satisfied  to 
let  that  state  of  things  continue  indefinitely  ;  they  kept  pressing  for 
payment  and  insisting  upon  payment.  Ultimately  they  gave  notice 
that  they  would  take  proceedings  to  foreclose.  It  was  suggested  that 
there  should  be  a  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemption  to  save  the 
trouble  of  foreclosing.  Then  they  gave  to  Dr.  Kennedy,  the  trustee  in 
the  bankruptcy  who  represented  one  moiety,  this  notice  :  "  Our  clients' 
instructions  are  to  realize  this  security  if  they  can  obtain  principal, 
interest  and  costs.  Is  Mr.  Carswell's  trustee"  (that  is  Kennedy) 
"prepared  to  pay  them  off?  If  not  we  shall  forthwith  endeavor  to 
effect  a  sale  by  private  treaty.  We  are  writing  a  similar  letter  to  Mr. 
Dodson."     There  was  a  similar  letter  written  to  Mr.  Dodson. 

Now,  the  mortgagees  having  given  that  distinct  notice  that  unless 
the  parties  came  forward  and  paid  off  the  mortgage  they  were  prepared 
to  sell  at  a  price  which  would  realize  principal,  interest  and  costs,  it 
seems  that  at  a  somewhat  later  period  Mr.  Dodson  entered  into  nego- 
tiations to  become  himself  the  purchaser  of  the  property,  and  ultimately 
an  arrangement  was  come  to  in  December,  1888,  according  to  which 
the  mortgagees  were  willing  to  sell  to  Dodson  for  the  amount  of  prin- 
cipal, interest  and  costs,  and  they  were  willing  to  leave  £54,000  of 
the  money  on  mortgage  after  the  sale  was  completed.  Mr.  Dodson 
wished  for  some  delay  in  order  to  be  able  to  be  in  a  position  to  carry 
out  that  arrangement,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  matter  should  be 
completed  in  the  following  April.  In  the  month  of  February,  1889,  a 
communication  was  made  to  Dr.  Kennedy,  or  to  his  solicitors  (it  matters 
not  which  i,  that  the  mortgagees  were  negotiating  a  sale  on  the  basis 
of  payment  of  an  amount  equal  to  principal,  interest  and  costs  ;  so  that 
that  was  known  to  Dr.  Kennedy  in  February,  1889.  In  May  the  trans- 
action was  completed  by  a  conveyance.  In  the  autumn  of  1891  Dr. 
Kennedy  took  his  first  Step  in  the  way  of  making  inquiries  as  to  what 
the  mortgagees  hail  done,  with  a  view  to  this  action,  which  was 
afterwards  brought. 

My  Lord-,  the  appellant  seeks  to  set  aside  the  mortgage,  on  the 
ground  that  the  mortgagees  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  in 
relation  to  this  sale  First  of  all  it  is  said  that  they  have  sold  at  an 
undervalue,  and  that  that  Bale  at  an  undervalue  has  arisen  from  their 
not  discharging  the  duties  incumbent  upon  them  as  mortgagees.  Now, 
it  i-  not  disputed  that  they  sold  in  good  faith.      They  did  not  intend  to 

do  anything  else  but  properly  exercise  the  power  of  sale  vested  in  them 
under  their  m  Bui  it  is  alleged  that  they  did  not  put  up  the 

premises  for  sale  l>v  auction,  that,  theyonlj  inserted  two  advertisements 

Inviting  a  sale  by  tinder,  and  that    they  ultimately  sold  for  the  amount 

of  principal,  Interesl  and  costs  to  Mr.  Dodson. 

Mv  Lords,  I  am  myself  disposed  to  think  that  if  a  mortgagee  in  ex- 
ercising his  power  of  sale  exercises  it  in  good  faith,  without  any  iuten- 
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tion  of  dealing  unfairly  by  his  mortgagor,  it  would  bo  very  difficult  indeed, 
if  not  impossible,  to  establish  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  any  breach  of 
duty  towards  the  mortgagor.  Lindley,  L.  J.,  in  the  Court  below,  says 
that  "it  is  not  right  or  proper  or  legal  for  him  either  fraudulently  or 
wilfully  or  recklessly  to  sacrifice  the  property  of  the  mortgagor."  Well, 
1  think  that  is  all  covered  really  by  his  exercising  the  power  committed 
to  him  in  good  faith.  It  is  veiy  difficult  to  define  exhaustively  all  that 
would  be  included  in  the  words  "good  faith,"  but  I  think  it  would  be 
unreasonable  to  require  the  mortgagee  to  do  more  than  exercise  his 
power  of  sale  in  that  fashion.  Of  course,  if  he  wilfully  and  recklessly 
deals  with  the  property  in  such  a  manner  that  the  interests  of  the 
mortgagor  are  sacrificed,  I  should  say  that  he  had  not  been  exercising 
his  power  of  sale  in  good  faith. 

My  Lords,  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  give  an  exhaustive 
definition  of  the  duties  of  a  mortgagee  to  a  mortgagor,  because  it 
appears  to  me  that,  if  }'ou  were  to  accept  the  definition  of  them  for 
which  the  appellant  contends,  namely,  that  the  mortgagee  is  bound  to 
take  reasonable  precautions  in  the  exercise  of  his  power  of  sale,  as  well 
as  to  act  in  good  faith,  still  in  this  case  he  did  take  reasonable  pre- 
cautions. Of  course,  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  must  be  looked 
at.  To  sell  in  the  manner  in  which  the  sale  here  took  place  might,  let  us 
assume  for  the  moment,  be  under  some  circumstances  improper.  What 
we  have  to  deal  with  are  the  existing  circumstances.  Now  here  there 
are  the  two  co-owners,  who  are  not  acting  in  all  respects  harmoniously 
together.  The  mortgagee  communicates  what  he  is  about  to  do  to 
each  of  these  co-owners.  He  tells  each  of  them  that  he  is  preparing 
to  sell,  and  that  he  is  willing  to  take  principal,  interest  and  costs.  To 
that  he  has  received  from  the  present  appellant,  no  remonstrance,  no 
answer.  Why  is  he  to  suppose  for  a  moment  that  he  would  receive 
no  answer  or  remonstance  if  Dr.  Kennedy  thought  that  selling  on  such 
terms  would  be  an  improper  sale  as  being  at  an  undervalue,  because  it 
must  be  certain  that  more  than  that  sum  could  easily  be  obtained?  It 
is  obvious  that  where  such  a  communication  is  made,  and  no  answer 
is  received  and  no  objection  put  forward,  the  mortgagee  may  very 
reasonably  suppose  that  no  objection  can  be  taken,  and  that  nobody 
considers  that  he  will  be  selling  at  an  undervalue  if  he  sells  for  princi- 
pal, interest  and  costs.  My  Lords,  having  regard  to  the  notice  given 
under  those  circumstances  to  Dr.  Kennedy,  and  to  the  fact  that  he  had 
heard  in  February,  1889,  that  the  property  was  being  sold  for  principal, 
interest  and  costs,  and  then  took  no  objection  to  it,  it  seems  to  me  pre- 
posterous for  him  to  come  forward  at  this  time  of  da}-  and  allege  that 
he  has  a  right  on  that  ground  to  insist  that  the  sale  is  invalid  on  the 
ground  that  the  mortgagee  did  not  take  proper  precautions  in  making 
the  sale. 

But  then  it  is  said  that  the  sale  was  made  to  a  person  who  was  in- 
capable of  buying,  because  he  was  in  a  fiduciary  relation,  and  that  that 
fiduciary  relation  was  known  to  the  mortgagees  who  sold.     My  Lords, 
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I  do  not  think  it  is  established  here  that  there  was  a  fiduciary  relation 
between  the  defendants  Dodson  and  Kennedy.  What  are  the  facts? 
The  mortgagors  are  co-owners,  and  no  doubt  one  co-owner,  Mr.  Dod- 
son, had  been  left  by  Carswell,  in  the  first  instance,  I  dare  say,  to 
collect  the  rents.  Afterwards  an  arrangement  was  come  to  between 
him  and  Mr.  Brown,  who  then  represented  Carswell's  interest,  that 
Dodson  should  collect  the  rents  and  pay  the  money  into  a  bank,  and 
that  each  of  them  should  draw  on  that  account  for  the  expenses  and 
for  the  division  of  the  money  which  thus  belonged  to  them.  But,  my 
Lords,  it  is  a  fallacy  altogether  to  say  that  Dodson  only  got  his  right 
to  collect  the  rents  by  virtue  of  that  arrangement.  Dodson  was  an 
owner  of  this  property  —  the  owner  of  an  undivided  moiety,  it  is  true, 
but  each  owner  of  an  undivided  moiety  is  none  the  less  truly  an  owner 
—  and  Dodson  in  collecting  those  rents  and  profits  collected  them  in 
the  right  which  he  possessed  as  a  co-owner  of  the  property.  He  did  not 
need  agency  or  the  appointment  of  agent  to  justify  him  in  collecting 
those  rents.  If  nothing  had  ever  passed  between  the  two  co-owners 
which  constituted  an  authority  from  the  one  to  act  for  the  other,  his 
right  to  collect  those  rents  would  not  have  been  one  jot  or  one  tittle 
less  than  it  was.  No  doubt  an  arrangement  was  come  to  that  these 
rents  when  collected  were  to  be  paid  into  a  bank  upon  which  both  the 
co-owners  were  to  draw,  but  that  was  an  arrangement  that  might  have 
been  put  an  end  to  at  any  time.  It  was  merely  an  arrangement  which 
was  come  to  by  voluntary  agreement  between  the  two  co-owners.  Each 
co-owner  would  have  an  obligation  to  account  to  the  other  in  respect 
of  any  rents  he  collected  or  moneys  he  received  under  it. 

So  much,  my  Lords,  for  the  relation  between  Dodson  and  Brown 
prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  or  prior  to  the  date  of  the  setting  aside  of  the 
voluntary  agreement;  Imt  after  that  date  Dr.  Kennedy  became  a  co- 
owner,  and  there  was  no  arrangement  between  Dr.  Kennedy  and  Mr. 
Dodson  at  all.  What  happened  was  this  —  that  the  mortgagees  had  said 
to  Dodson.  "  Now  you  must  pay  over  the  rents  to  us  in  reduction  of 
our  mortgage  debt  and  payment  of  interest  Von  must  no  longer  keep 
them  or  pay  them  to  your  CO-OWner."  They  were  ill  a  position  to  insist 
upon  that.  Accordingly,  they  insisting  upon  that,  Dodson  did  deal  in 
that  wav  with  the  rents  which  he  collected.  That  was  the  state  of 
things  during  the  time  that  Kennedy  was  the  co-owner.  Dodson  not 
Only  never  received  any  authority  from  Kennedy  to  collect,  these  rents, 
but  he  never  did  collect  them  for  Kennedy  otherwise  than  as  paying 
them  over  to  t!i<'  mortgagees  to  whom  lie  was  hound  to  pay  them  over. 
At  all  events,   it,  is  enough   to  say  that   there  is  not   a  shadow  of  ground 

for  suggesting  'hat  during  that  time  he  was  the  agenl  of  Kennedy. 

But   then,  my   Lords,  it   is   Said    that  during   that    period   he   was  the 

agenl  of  the  mortgagees  because,  they  having  insisted  that  be  was  to 
colled  these  rents  and  pay  them  over  to  them,  he  became  their  agent 
in  that  respect     My  Lords,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  clear  thai  be  was  not 

their  agent    to  collect    these  rents.      lie  collected  these  rents  in  his  own 
\or..  vi.  —  31 
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right  —  the  right  he  bad  as  owner.  He  was  collecting  his  own  rents. 
No  doubt  they  had  insisted  that  those  rents  should  be  paid  to  them; 
1ml  how  the  fact  that  the  mortgagees  had  said,  "  When  you  have  got 
your  rents,  pay  them  to  US,"  made  Dodsoi)  their  agent  to  collect  them, 
1  am  at  a  loss  to  see.  Therefore,  my  Lords,  I  take  it  to  be  abundantly 
char  that  lie  was  not  the  agent  of  the  mortgagees  in  collecting  the  rents 
any  more  than  he  was  the  agent  of  Dr.  Kennedy  or  than  he  had  been 
the  agent  of  Brown. 

But  then  it  is  said.  If  you  look  at  the  evidence  of  Dodson  you  will  find 
that  he  said  he  was  an  agent.  My  Lords,  I  confess  I  do  not  think  it 
is  of  any  importance  to  look  at  any  particular  words  of  that  sort  used 
in  evidence,  especially  when  the  words  originated  with  the  counsel  and 
did  not  originate  with  the  witness.  No  word  is  more  commonly  and 
constantly  abused  than  the  word  "agent."  A  person  may  be  spoken 
of  as  an  "  agent,"  and  no  doubt  in  the  popular  sense  of  the  word  may 
properly  be  said  to  be  an  "  agent,"  although  when  it  is  attempted  to 
suggest  that  he  is  an  "  agent"  under  such  circumstances  as  create  the 
legal  obligations  attaching  to  agency  that  use  of  the  word  is  only  mis- 
leading. Therefore  whatever  expressions  Dodson  may  have  used  call- 
ing himself  an  agent,  and  however  true  or  applicable  they  may  have 
been  in  a  popular  sense,  in  point  of  law  and  in  their  legal  sense  the}' 
are  meaningless.  Dodson  was  not  the  agent  of  Kenned}',  and  he  was 
not  the  agent  of  the  mortgagees.  If  that  be  so,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
fiduciary  relationship  which  is  supposed  to  prevent  his  being  a  pur- 
chaser. 

My  Lords,,  it  is  said  in  the  present  case,  and  I  think  that  is  the  only 
other  point  that  is  urged,  that  it  was  concealed  by  the  vendors,  the 
mortgagees,  from  Kennedy  that  Dodson  was  the  person  who  was  pur- 
chasing, although  they  informed  Kennedy  that  the  purchase  was  being 
made  and  they  informed  him  of  the  terms  on  which  it  was  being  made. 
It  seems  to  me  to  be  utterly  unimportant.  If  there  was  no  fiduciary 
relation  there  was  no  obligation  to  reveal  the  name  ;  there  was  no  right 
in  the  other  party  to  know  it ;  there  was  no  duty  upon  them  to 
communicate  it. 

Therefore,  my  Lords,  it  seems  to  me  that  all  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  right  to  set  aside  this  sale  has  been  rested  utterly  and  entirely 
fail. 

Another  point  has  been  raised  —  whether  it  arises  upon  the  pleadings 
or  not  seems  very  doubtful — namely,  that  whether  the  sale  is  to  be  set 
aside  or  not  Kennedy  is  entitled  to  claim  as  against  Dodson,  that  under 
the  circumstances  under  which  Dodson  bought  he  should  be  declared 
trustee  of  the  one  moiety  for  Kenned}1.  My  Lords,  that  depends  in 
the  first  place  upon  the  question  of  the  fiduciary  relationship  between 
them  arising  out  of  what  has  been  said  to  be  the  management  of  the 
property  and  the  collection  of  the  rents.  I  have  already,  I  think,  suffi- 
ciently dealt  with  that  part  of  the  case.  It  is  quite  clear  that  in  all 
the  transactions  for  some  time  prior  to  this  sale  Dodson  was  not  in  any 


SECT.  I.]  KENNEDY   V.    DE    TK AFFORD.  531 

sort  of  way  acting  for  his  co-owner ;  the  two  were  acting  each  for  him- 
self. The  communications  from  the  mortgagees  were  made  to  both  of 
them,  and  so  far  from  Dodson  acting  as  Dr.  Kennedy's  agent,  there 
was  a  certain  amount  of  hostility  between  them  ;  at  any  rate,  there 
was  a  want  of  harmonious  action. 

But  then  it  is  said  the  mere  fact  that  Kennedy  was  co-owner  with 
Dodson  of  this  property  creates  such  a  relationship  between  them  that 
the  one  co-owner  could  not  take  this  property  and  hold  it  for  himself, 
but  that  the  other  co-owner  is  entitled  on  equitable  grounds  to  have  it 
declared  that  the  benefit  of  one  half  of  that  purchase  should  be  his. 
My  Lords,  no  authority  has  been  cited  in  support  of  such  a  proposi- 
tion. Cases  have  been  referred  to,  of  a  very  different  description, 
where  the  owner  of  an  estate  under  a  settlement,  a  tenant  for  life  for 
example,  has  been  held  incapable  of  obtaining  an  enlargement  of  that 
estate  for  himself  alone.  It  has  been  said  that  whatever  benefit  he 
gets  must  inure  to  the  benefit  of  all  taking  under  the  settlement.  That 
is  a  totally  different  case  from  this  case. 

The  only  authority,  if  it  can  be  so  called,  which  has  been  cited  is  the 
case  before  Chancellor  Kent ;  but  he  commences  his  observations  by 
saying  that  he  is  not  going  to  lay  down  a  general  rule  which  would  be 
applicable  to  such  a  case  as  this.  He  deals  with  the  particular  case, 
the  circumstances  of  which  were  peculiar  and  of  immense  complication, 
and  he  certainly  does  not  lay  down  any  rule  or  doctrine  of  law  which 
supports  the  argument  which  has  been  addressed  to  your  Lordships. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  the  details  of  that  case.  It  is  enough 
to  say  that  even  if  it  is  to  be  taken  as  enunciating  a  rule  of  law  which 
would  be  as  applicable  in  this  country  as  in  America,  it  does  not  enun- 
ciate any  rule  of  law  which  would  be  sufficient  for  the  appellant  in  the 
present  case. 

My  Lords,  I  think  I  have  now  covered  the  whole  of  the  ground,  and 
it  only  remains  for  me  to  move  your  Lordships  that  this  judgment  be 
affirmed  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Lord  MacNAGHTEN.  My  Lords,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Mr. 
Farwell  has  argued  this  case  with  his  usual  ability  and  his  usual  fair- 
ness, but  I  must  Bay  that  in  the  whole  course  of  my  experience  I  have 
not  met  with  a  bolder  or  more  hopeless  appeal.  Certainly  I  never 
expected  to  find  a  proposition  which  was  once  thought  by  a  great  judge 
to  be  so  absurd  as  to  BUggest  a  complete  answer  to  a  case  that  had  in 
it  some  show  and  appearance  of  justice  put  forward  in  these  latter  days 
as  the  foundation  and  starting-point  of  a  serious  argument  in  this 
House. 

In  the  rase  of  M'Malion  v.  Burehdl  (1846),  2  Ph.  127,  184,  before 
Lord  Tottenham,  one  tenant  in  common  claimed  rent  from  his  co- 
tenant  who  had  been  in  occupation  of  the  property.  The  Lord  Chan- 
cellor  Bays:  "I   must   therefore  take  it  that  the  defendant  means  to 

raise   this   proposition        that   the    fact  of  the  plaintiff  having   occupied 
the  house  not  in  entirety  but  afl  B   tenant  in  common,  makes  him  liable 
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to  his  co-tenant  A  case  has  been  referred  to  in  which  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  of  England  is  represented  to  have  so  decided  ;  but  I  cannot 

think  thai  the  Yice-t 'hanccllor  can  have  laid  down  any  such  doctrine; 
for  the  effect  would  he  that  one  tenant  in  common,  by  keeping  out  of 
the  actual  occupation  of  the  premises,  might  convert  the  other  into  his 
bailiff." 

My  Lords,  that  which  seemed  to  Lord  Tottenham  a  reductio  <ul  ab- 
surdum  was  the  veiy  ground  on  which  this  case  was  opened  before 
your  Lordships.  It  was  said  that  Dr.  Kennedy  took  no  part  in  the 
management  of  the  property,  that  he  kept  aloof  and  left  everything  to 
Dodson,  and  therefore  Dodson  was  his  bailiff.  That  was  the  exact 
position  which  Mr.  Farwell  in  the  opening  of  his  case  assigned  to 
Dodson.  My  Lords,  there  is  no  foundation  for  such  a  proposition  in 
any  of  the  books  or  in  any  of  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited. 

Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  other  ground  on  which  it  was  attempted 
to  rest  the  case,  the  doctrine  of  principal  and  agent.  In  the  whole  of 
this  bulky  volume  I  cannot  find  a  scrap  of  evidence  to  show  that  Dod- 
son ever  accepted  the  position  of  agent  in  regard  to  Dr.  Kennedy  as 
his  principal. 

On  both  these  grounds  it  appears  to  rae  that  the  case  entirely  fails. 

But  I  must  say  I  rather  think  Dr.  Kennedy  did  himself  injustice  in 
saying  that  he  left  everything  to  Dodson.  He  put  his  moiety  up  to 
auction.  He  employed  his  solicitors  to  dispose  of  it,  and  I  find  a  bill 
of  costs  which  shows  that  they  exerted  themselves  thoroughly  for  several 
months,  making  inquiries  here,  and  making  inquiries  there,  and  doing 
everything  that  could  be  expected  from  persons  in  their  position. 
Their  bill  begins  in  May,  1888,  and  goes  down  to  August.  They  get 
all  the  documents,  they  write  to  all  sorts  of  people,  they  receive  several 
answers,  and  they  charge  for  several  attendances  ;  they  communicate 
with  parties  requiring  particulars  of  the  property,  and  so  on.  The  bill 
goes  down  to  August  3,  and  then,  on  August  10,  there  comes  this  letter 
from  Taylor  &  Co.  to  these  gentlemen  saying,  "As  we  have  had  no 
communication  from  you  in  this  matter  since  your  client's  moiety  was 
put  up  to  auction  we  presume  he  has  abandoned  the  idea  of  purchasing, 
and  we  shall  now  deal  with  the  property  as  we  think  best  in  the  interests 
of  our  clients  without  any  further  notice  to  your  client."  That  letter 
was  not  answered.  It  appears  to  me  that  as  they  received  no  answer  to 
that  letter  the  mortgagees  were  justified  in  supposing  that  Dr.  Kennedy 
had  abandoned  the  property  for  good  and  all ;  and  thereupon  they  sold 
it,  as  I  think  they  were  entitled  to  do,  to  Dodson.  I  think  the}'  did 
everything  that  could  reasonably  be  expected  of  them  ;  but  I  agree 
witli  what  has  fallen  from  m}'  noble  and  learned  friend  on  the  Wool- 
sack :  if  a  mortgagee  selling  under  a  power  of  sale  in  his  mortgage 
takes  pains  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  that  power  and  acts  in 
good  faith,  I  do  not  think  his  conduct  in  regard  to  the  sale  can  be 
impeached. 

My  Lords,  I  agree  that  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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Lord  Morris.  My  Lords,  I  concur.  There  is  nothing  that  I  can 
add  with  advantage. 

Lord  Shakd.  My  Lords,  this  case  has  formed  the  subject  of  very 
full  opinions  in  the  Court  of  Appeal.  After  what  your  Lordships  have 
said  I  have  nothing  to  add,  except  that  I  entirely  concur  in  what  was 
said  by  the  learned  judges  in  the  Court  below,  and  what  has  fallen  from 
your  Lordships. 

Order  ajypealed  from  affirmed  and  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 


SECTION   II. 

LIABILITY    FOR    USE,    MISUSE,    AND    REPAIRS. 

Lit.  §  322.  Also,  in  the  case  aforesaid,  as  if  two  have  an  estate  in 
common  for  term  of  years,  &c,  the  one  occupy  all,  and  put  the  other 
out  of  possession  and  occupation,  he  which  is  put  out  of  occupation 
shall  have  against  the  other  a  writ  of  ejectionefirmce  of  the  moiety,  &c. 

Lit.  J  323.  In  the  same  manner  it  is  where  two  hold  the  wardship 
of  lands  or  tenements  during  the  nonage  of  an  infant,  if  the  one  oust 
the  other  of  his  possession,  he  which  is  ousted  shall  have  a  writ  of 
ejectment  de  yard  of  the  moiety,  &c,  because  that  these  things  are 
chattels  reals,  and  ma}'  be  apportioned  and  severed,  &c,  but  no  action 
of  trespass  (videlicet)  Quare  clausum  suum  J regit ,  et  herbam  suam, 
,f  .  conculcavit,  et  consumpsit,  <fbc,  ct  htijusmodi  actiones,  &c,  the 
one  cannot  have  against  the  other,  for  that  each  of  them  may  enter  and 
occupy  in  common,  &c,  per  my  et  per  tout,  the  lands  and  tenements 
which  they  hold  in  common.  But  if  two  be  possessed  of  chattels  per- 
sonals in  common  by  divers  titles,  as  of  a  horse,  an.  ox,  or  a  cow,  &c., 
if  the  one  take  the  whole  to  himself  out  of  the  possession  of  the  other, 
the  other  hath  no  other  remedy  but  to  take  this  from  him  who  hath 
done  to  him  the  wrong  to  occupy  in  common,  &c,  when  he  can  see 
his  time.  &c.  In  the  same  manner  it  is  of  chattels  reals,  which  can- 
not de  severed,  as  in  the  case  aforesaid,  where  two  be  possessed  of  the 
wardship  of  the  body  of  an  infant  within  age,  if  the  one  taketh  the 
infant  out  of   the-  p088e88ion   of  the  other,  the  other  hath   no   remedy 

bj  an  action  by  the  law.  but  to  take  the  infant  out  of  the  possession 
of  the  other  when  he  sees  his  time. 

(  o.  Lit.  200  l>.  It  two  tenants  in  common  or  jointenants  be  of  an 
house  or  mill,  and  it  fall  in  decay,  and  the  one  is  willing  to  repair  the 
same  and  the  other  will  not.  he  that  is  willing  shall  have  a  writ  <l< 
reparation*  facienda  ;  and  the  writ  saith,  ad  reparationem  >f  susten- 
tationem  ejuadem  domus  teneantur  ;  whereby  it  appeareth,  that  owners 
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are  in  that  case  bound  pro  bono  publico  to  maintain  houses  and  mills 
which  are  tor  habitatiou  and  use  of  nun. 

[f  one  jointenant  or  tenant  in  common  of  land  maketh  his  com- 
panion his  bailiff  of  his  part,  lie  shall  have  an  action  of  account  against 
him.  as  hath  been  said.  But  although  one  tenant  in  common  or  join- 
tenant  without  being  made  bailiff  lake  the  whole  profits,  no  action  of 
account  licth  against  him  ;  for  in  an  action  of  account  he  must  charge 
him  cither  as  a  guardian,  bailiff,  or  receiver,  as  hath  been  said  before, 
which  he  cannot  do  in  this  ease,  unless  his  companion  constitute  him 
his  bailiff.  And  therefore  all  those  books  which  affirm  that  an  action 
ol'  account  licth  by  one  tenant  in  common,  or  jointenant,  against  an- 
other, must  be  intended  when  the  one  maketh  the  other  his  bailiff,  for 
otherwise  never  his  bailiff  to  render  an  account  is  a  good  plea. 

St.  4  &  5  Anne,  c.  16,  §  27.  And  be  it  enacted  by  the  authority 
aforesaid.  That  from  and  after  the  said  first  day  of  Trinity  Term, 
actions  of  account  shall  and  may  be  brought  and  maintained  against 
the  executors  and  administrators  of  every  guardian,  bailiff,  and  re- 
ceiver ;  and  also  by  one  joint  tenant,  and  tenant  in  common,  his  execu- 
tors and  administrators,  against  the  other,  as  bailiff  for  receiving  more 
than  comes  to  his  just  share  or  proportion,  and  against  the  executor 
and  administrator  of  such  joint  tenant,  or  tenant  in  common  ;  and  the 
auditors  appointed  by  the  court,  where  such  actions  shall  be  depend- 
ing, shall  be.  and  are  herein'  empowered  to  administer  an  oath,  and 
examine  the  parties  touching  the  matters  in  question,  and  for  their 
pains  and  trouble  in  auditing  and  taking  such  account,  have  such 
allowance  as  the  court  shall  adjudge  to  be  reasonable,  to  be  paid  by 
the  party  on  whose  side  the  balance  of  the  account  shall  appear  to  be. 


MARTYN  v.   KNOWLLYS. 

King's  Bench.     17'J'J. 

[Imported  8  T.  11.  145.] 

Tins  was  an  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  waste.  The  decla- 
ration stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  seised  in  his  demesne  of  and  in 
an  undivided  part  of  certain  lands,  &c.  in  Wingfield,  Berkshire,  the 
whole  of  which  were  in  the  occupation  of  the  defendant,  who  held  and 
enjoyed  the  plaintiff's  part  as  tenant  to  him  (the  plaintiff),  yet  that  he 
(the  defendant)  wrongfully  ploughed  up,  &c.  divers  acres  of  meadow, 
&c.  and  wrongfully  felled  and  destroyed  divers  timber  and  other  trees, 
&c.  There  were  other  counts,  not  stating  that  the  defendant  held  the 
plaintiffs  part  as  tenant  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  is-u<-. 
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On  the  trial  at  the  last  Berkshire  Assizes  before  Mr.  J.  Heath,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  tenants  in  common  of  the 
land  on  which  the  trees  grew ;  that  the  defendant  occupied  the  whole, 
having  a  demise  from  the  plaintiff  of  his  moiety  ;  and  that  he  had 
felled  man\-  trees,  all  of  which  were  of  a  proper  age  for  being  cut. 

The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  to  be  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  value  of  half  the  trees,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  set 
it  aside  and  to  enter  a  verdict  fur  him,  if  this  court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained. 

This  point  was  now  discussed  here  on  a  motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  and  the  above  cases  were  again  referred  to ;  and  after 
argument  the  rule  was  made  absolute. 

Lord  Kentox,  C.  J.,  said,  This  verdict  has  neither  principle  nor 
authority  for  its  support.  The  defendant  cannot  be  in  a  worse  situa- 
tion by  being  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  his  moiety  than  he  would  have 
been  in  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  demised  to  him  ;  and  considered  in  that 
point  of  view,  this  action  cannot  be  supported.  This  is  an  action  ex 
delicto.  If  one  tenant  in  common  misuse  that  which  he  has  in  com- 
mon with  another,  he  is  answerable  to  the  other  in  an  action  as  for 
misfeasance.  But  here  it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  com- 
mitted anything  like  waste:  no  injur}'  was  done  to  the  inheritance;  no 
timber  was  improperly  felled  ;  the  defendant  only  cut  those  trees  that 
were  fit  to  be  cut.  And  if  he  were  liable  in  such  an  action  as  this,  it 
would  have  the  effect  of  enabling  one  tenant  in  common  to  prevent  the 
others  taking  the  fair  profits  of  their  estate.  In  another  form  of  action 
the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recover  a  moiety  of  the  value  of  the 
trees  that  were  cut. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant} 

/'■  kine  and  Manly,  for  the  plaintiff. 
MiUes  and  Abbott,  for  the  defendant. 
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Queen's  Ben<  b.     i  847. 

[Reported  L2  Q.  /:.  <y>7.) 

Trespass.  The  declaration  charged  thai  defendant,  heretofore,  to 
wit  on  Let  January,  1840,  and  mi  divers  other  days  v^e.  between  &c, 
with  lone  and  arms  dbc,  broke  and  entered  a  certain  close  of  plaintiff, 
called  &c,  situate  &c,  "  and  then  dug  up,  tore  up,  subverted,  damaged 
and  spoiled  the  earth  and  Boil  of  the  Baid  close,  and  made  divers  large 
pits,  holes,  and  excavations  therein,  and  kepi  and  continued  the  Baine 
bo  there  made  for  a  long  time,  to  wit  from  theme  hitherto,  and  also 

J  Cf.  Abbey  v    Wheeler,  170  N   Y.  129  (1902). 
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then  cut,  dug  up,  and  removed  divers  large  quantities,  to  wit  1000  cart 
loada  of  lurf,  1000  loads  of  peat,  and  1000  cart  loads  of  the  soil,  of  the 
plaintiff,  ol  the  value"  &c,  "  then  respectively  growing  and  beingin  the 
said  close;  and  thru  seised,  took,  and  carried  away  the  said  turf,  peat, 
and  soil,  and  converted  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use;  and 
other  wrongs"  &c,  against  the  peace  >.Vc. 

Pleas.  1.     Not  guilty.     Issue  thereon. 

2.  That  the  said  close,  soil,  peat,  and  turf  were  not,  nor  was  any  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  at  the  said  times  when  &c,  or  at 
any  or  either  of  them,  the  soil,  &c.  of  plaintiff,  in  manner  and  form  &c. : 
conclusion  to  the  country.     Issue  thereon. 

8.  That  the  said  close  in  which  &c  now  is,  and  at  the  several  times 
when  &c.  was,  the  close,  soil,  and  freehold  of  Henry  Thompson, 
Thomas  Wearing.  Ann  Hodgson,  Abraham  Holme,  George  Guy,  and 
Edward  Alderson,  and  divers  other  persons  whose  names  are  to  defend- 
ant unknown,  respectively,  as  tenants  in  common  thereof;  and  that 
defendant,  at  the  said  times  when  &c.  by  the  leave  and  license  of  the 
said  II.  Thompson  &c. :  justifying  the  trespasses  in  the  declaration 
under  license  from  II.  T. :  verification.  Replication  :  That  defendant 
of  his  own  wrong,  and  without  the  leave  and  license  of  H.  Thompson, 
committed  &c. :  conclusion  to  the  country.     Issue  thereon. 

4.  A  similar  plea,  except  that  the  justification  was  under  the  license 
of  Thomas  Wearing.  Replication  and  issue,  as  in  plea  3,  mutatis 
mutandis. 

.").  That,  before  and  at  the  times  when  &c,  defendant  was,  and  from 
thence  hitherto  hath  been,  and  still  is,  the  occupier  of  a  certain  mes- 
suage and  farm  in  the  parish  &c. ;  and  that,  for  the  full  period  of  sixty 
years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  and  also  before  the 
times  when  &c,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  the  respective  occupiers,  for 
the  time  being,  of  the  said  messuage  and  farm  have  actually  cut,  dug, 
and  removed,  and  been  accustomed  to  cut,  &c,  as  of  right  and  without 
interruption,  reasonable  quantities  of  turf  and  peat,  respectively  grow- 
ing and  being  in  and  upon  the  close  in  which  &c,  and  seise,  take,  and 
carry  away  the  same,  and  convert  and  dispose  thereof  to  their  own  use 

such  occupiers  of  the  said  messuage  and  farm,  for  the  purpose  of 
burning  and  consuming  the  same  as  necessary  fuel  in  and  upon  the  said 
messuage  and  farm,  for  the  more  convenient  use  and  enjoyment  thereof, 
every  year  and  at  all  times  of  the  year,  as  to  the  said  messuage  and 
farm,  with  the  appurtenances,  belonging  and  appertaining:  That, 
during  the  said  period  of  sixty  years  next  before  &c,  to  wit  before  and 
at  the  said  times  when  &c,  defendant,  being  the  occupier  of  the  said 
messuage  and  farm,  at  the  times  when  &c,  having  occasion  for  and 
requiring  certain  reasonable  quantities  of  turf  and  peat  for  the  purpose 
of  burning  and  consuming  the  same  as  necessary  fuel  in  and  upon  the 
said  messuage  and  farm  for  the  more  convenient  use  and  enjoyment 
thereof,  at  the  times  when  &c,  the  same  being  seasonable  and  proper 
times  in  that  behalf,  entered  into  the  close  in  which  &c,  in  order  to  cut, 
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dig  up,  and  remove  reasonable  quantities  of  the  said  turf  and  peat 
growing  and  being  in  and  upon  the  close  in  which  &e.,  for  the  purpose 
last  aforesaid  ;  and  did  then  cut,  dig  up,  and  remove  the  said  quantities 
of  turf  and  peat  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  then  being  turf 
and  peat  fit  and  proper  to  be  cut,  dug  up,  and  removed  for  the  purpose 
last  aforesaid,  and  being  reasonable  quantities  for  that  purpose  ;  and 
then  seized,  took,  and  carried  away  the  same,  and  converted  and  dis- 
posed thereof  to  his  own  use  as  such  occupier  of  the  said  farm  and 
lands,  for  the  purpose  of  burning  &c.  the  same  as  necessary  fuel  in  and 
upon  the  said  messuage  and  farm,  for  the  more  convenient  use  &c. 
thereof :  and,  because,  at  the  said  times  when  &c.  (justification  of  the 
other  trespasses  as  necessarily  and  unavoidably  done  in  the  exercise  of 
the  right)  :  verification.  Replication,  traversing  the  sixty  years'  pre- 
scription.    Issue  thereon. 

6.  Similar  prescription  for  thirty  years;  and  justification  under  it. 
Replication,  traversing  this  prescription.     Issue  thereon. 

The  plaintiff,  as  to  the  5th  plea,  new  assigned,  also,  that  he  brought 
the  action  and  declared,  not  only  for  the  trespasses  in  the  5th  plea 
mentioned  and  therein  attempted  to  be  justified,  but  also  for  that 
hint,  on  the  days  and  times  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  men- 
I,  with  force  and  arms,  committed  the  said  trespasses  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  on  other  and  different  occasions,  and  for  other 
and  different  purposes,  than  the  purpose  in  the  5th  plea  in  that  behalf 
mentioned,  and  to  a  greater  extent  and  degree  than  were  necessary  or 
proper  for  the  purpose;  in  the  5th  plea  mentioned  ;  in  manner  and  form 
as  in  the  declaration  &c. 

There  was  a  similar  new  assignment  as  to  the  sixth  plea. 

The  defendant  pleaded  three  pleas,  each  to  both  of  the  new  assign- 
ments ;  namely,  — 

1.  Not  guilty.     Issue  thereon. 

2.  A  plea  corresponding  to  the  fourth  plea  to  the  declaration,  alleging 

a  license  from  Thomas  Wearing.      Replication,  traversing  sneli  license, 

as  before.     Issue  thereon. 

:;.  A  pl'-a  corresponding  to  the  third  plea  to  the  declaration,  alleging 
a  license  from  Henry  Thompson.  Replication  traversing  such  license 
as  before.     Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial  before  Cresswett,  J.,  at  the  Yorkshire  Summer  Assizes, 
1845,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  in  common  with  other 
parties  of  the  close  in  question.  The  defendant's  counsel  thereupon 
claimed  a  verdict  on  the  issue  upon  the  Becond  pica  to  the  declaration  : 
but  the  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  on  this  issue  for  the  plaintiff, 
ring  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  forthe  defendant.  In  sup- 
port of  tin  pleas  of  prescription,  the  defendant  proved  that  the  close  in 
question  was  part  of  a  mountain  district  within  a  manor;  and  he  offered 
evidence  o I  user  in  different  parts  of  this  district;  bul  no  exercise  of 
user  was  shown  on  the  particulai  close.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  con- 
tended that  this  was  not  evidence  upon  which   the  jury  could  find  for 
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the  defendant  upon  the  issues  on  the  fifth  and  sixth  picas  to  the  decla- 
ration. Tin'  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  left  the  evi- 
dence to  the  jury.  Verdict  for  the  defendant  upon  the  issues  on  the 
fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  picas  to  the  declaration,  and  the  second  plea  to 
the  new  assignments;  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  other  issues. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1845,  Martin  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  why 
judgment  should  not  Ik-  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  l.s.  damages,  not- 
withstanding the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  issues  raised 
by  the  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas  to  the  declaration,  and  the  third1 
plea  to  each  of  the  new  assignments,  or  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be 
had,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  ;  and  Pashley  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  upon  the  second  plea 
to  the  declaration. 

In  Michaelmas  Vacation,  1846,  Pashley  showed  cause  against  the 
plaintiffs  rule. 

Mart  in  (with  whom  was  Manisty),  contra.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  make  the  rule  absolute  on  all  the  points  :  but  he  will  be  satisfied  with 
judgment  non  obstante  the  verdict  on  the  second  plea  to  the  new  assign- 
ment.    (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  court.) 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  In  my  opinion,  the  fourth  plea  to  the  original 
declaration  and  the  second  plea  to  the  new  assignments  are  bad.  The 
turf  is  composed  of  the  grass  and  soil  on  which  it  grows,  as  peat  is  the 
vegetable  and  the  soil  of  which  it  has  become  a  part.  The  turf  does 
not  so  grow  as  to  become  part  of  the  accruing  profits  which  are  the 
subject  of  enjoyment  by  the  tenants  in  common.  It  is  admitted  that, 
if  there  has  been  an  ouster,  the  present  action  will  lie  ;  that  taking  a 
chattel  away  constitutes  an  ouster  ;  and  that  in  all  cases  the  destruction 
of  the  property  is  also  an  ouster.  In  Clayton  v.  Corby,  5  Q.  B.  415, 
a  prescription,  in  a  plea,  to  take  in  alieno  solo  as  much  clay  for  making 
bricks  at  defendant's  brick-kiln  as  he  required,  was  held  bad  ;  the  prin- 
ciple of  that  case  was  that  such  a  taking  destroyed  the  subject-matter. 
I  consider  this,  therefore,  an  ouster  effected  b}-  means  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  property.  No  authority  contradicts  this  view  :  we  cannot 
act  upon  what  Lord  Thurlow  said  in  Goodwyn  v.  Spray,  2  Dick.  667, 
without  knowing  the  circumstances  of  that  case  more  fully. 

Coleridge,  J.  The  plaintiff  now  confines  his  claim  to  the  new  assign- 
ment. We  must,  therefore,  see  what  the  facts  pleaded  amount  to.  It 
must  be  admitted,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  tenant  might 
license  the  doing  of  whatever  he  might  do  himself;  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  defendant  must  admit  that  this  does  not  include  acts  of 
destruction.  Now,  taking  turf  is  not  like  taking  the  vestura  terrm,  or 
other  growing  profits.  Were  we  to  hold  that  a  tenant  in  common  could 
take  away  the  turf,  we  must  say  also  that  one  tenant  in  common  could 
carry  all  the  brick  earth  from  the  surface  ;  and  it  is  impossible  to  say 
where  wc  could  stop. 

1  Apparently  a  mistake  for  the  second,  owing  to  the  .justifications  to  the  new  assign- 
ment being  pleaded  in  an  order  different  from  that  of  the  justifications  to  the  original 
declaration.  —  Rep. 


SECT.  II.]  WILKINSON    V.   HAYGARTH.  539 

Wightman,  J.  The  plaintiff  complains  that  the  defendant  has  made 
holes  in  his  close,  and  lias  dug  up,  carried  away,  and  converted  turf. 
The  defendant  says  he  did  this  in  exercise  of  a  right  of  common  of  tur- 
bary. The  plaintitf,  as  to  that,  new  assigns,  stating  that  he  brought 
his  action  for  trespasses  committed  for  other  purposes  than  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  common.  To  this  the  only  justification  pleaded  and 
affirmed  by  the  verdict  is  leave  and  license  by  a  tenant  in  common. 
The  case,  therefore,  is  as'if  the  only  plea  to  the  declaration  had  been 
leave  and  license  by  the  tenant  in  common.  Can,  then,  one  tenant  in 
common  license  the  taking  away  the  soil?  It  is  as  if  the  action  had 
been  brought  against  the  tenant  in  common  himself;  for  he  could  not 
authorize  another  to  do  that  which  he  himself  could  not  do.  Now,  that 
if  the  action  had  been  against  the  tenant  in  common,  the  plaintiff  must 
have  succeeded,  appears  sufficiently  from  Co.  Lit.  200  a. 

Rule  absolute  for  judgment  on  the  new  assignments,  non  obstante 
veredicto. 

Martin  and  Manisty  then  showed  cause  against  the  rule  for  entering 
a  verdict  fur  defendant  on  the  second  issue  (before  Lord  Desman,  C.  J., 
Coleridge  and  Wightman,  JJ.). 

Pashley,  contra.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Hilary  Term  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

In  this  action  of  trespass  for  cutting  turf,  all  the  points  were  dis- 
posed of  on  the  argument,  except  the  question  on  the  plea  of  Not  pos- 
sessed. The  evidence  showed  the  plaintiff  to  be  but  a  tenant  in 
common  of  the  locus  in  quo,  and  indeed,  further,  that  the  defendant 
had  been  authorized  to  commit  the  trespass  by  another  of  the  tenants 
in  common.  This  latter  fact  is  immaterial  for  the  purpose  of  the 
present  question,  except  as  it  furnishes  an  example  of  the  necessity  for 
holding  hen-  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
trespass.  For,  if  possession  in  such  case  imported  exclusive  posses- 
sion, one  tenant  in  common  might  destroy  the  Bubject-matter  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  hi>  CO-tenant  be  without  this  remedy.  If  the  plaintiff 
had  joined  the  co-tenant  in  bringing  the  action,  that  co-tenant  would  of 
oonrse  have  released  the  defendant,  whose  act  of  trespass  was  com- 
mitted under  his  orders.  The  plaintiff  Can  recover  such  damages  only 
as  are  proportionate  to  his  interest  in  the  property:  but  flic  wrong- 
do*  t  baa  i.o  righl  to  put  bim  to  the  proof  of  more  than  is  necessary  to 
show  him  injured  by  the  wrong  done.     And,  if  the  defendanl  think-  he 

can    have  any  advantage    from    the  joint   interest   of  another,  he    must 

plead  it  in  abatement 

Ji>//<  discharged.1 

i  Hut  iec  Wait  v.  Biekardton, :::;  Vt   LOO  (1860). 
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THOMAS    r.   THOMAS. 
Exchequer.     1850. 

|  Reported  5  Exch.  28.] 

Assumpsit  for  money  bad  and  received  to  the  plaintiff's  use. — Plea, 
Nbn  assumpsit. 

At  t In-  trial,  before  Ji<>/j'i\  15..  at  the  last  Herefordshire  Summer 
Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  and  one  Benjamin  Thomas,  the 
defendant's  late  husband,  were  entitled,  under  the  will  of  one  Alice 
Thomas,  to  certain  premises  as  tenants  in  common  ;  but  that  Benjamin 
Thomas,  for  some  time  previously  to  his  death,  in  February,  1848,  re- 
ceived the  whole  rent.  It  was  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  half  of  the  reut,  as  such  tenant  in  common,  and  the  present  action 
was  brought  to  recover  the  moieties  of  five  years'  rent.  On  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  this  form  of  action  would  not  lie  by 
one  tenant  in  common  against  his  co-tenant ;  and  a  verdict  was  taken 
by  consent  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  for  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

'Whateley  and  W.  II  Cooke  showed  cause. 

Keating  and  Skinner,  in  support  of  the  rule.  ^ur  ^y  yw^ 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  lies  by  one  tenant  in  common  against  his  companion. 
On  the  argument,  the  authorities  on  the  subject  on  both  sides  were 

cited. 

It  appears  to  us  to  be  clear,  from  Co.  Lit.  200  b,  that  by  the  com- 
mon law  a  tenant  in  common  could  bring  no  such  action  as  this.  In 
that  page  several  cases  are  put  in  which  one  tenant  in  common  may 
bring  an  action  against  his  companion  ;  but  it  is  there  said,  that  if  two 
be  tenants  in  common  of  a  chattel,  and  one  of  them  takes  it  away,  the 
other  has  no  remedy  by  action,  except  when  the  subject-matter  is  de- 
stroyed, but  must  watch  his  opportunity  to  retake  it.  Several  other 
instances  are  there  put,  illustrative  of  these  distinctions;  and  it  is 
expressly  laid  down,  that  no  action  of  account  lay  by  the  common  law 
by  one  tenant  in  common  against  his  companion  for  taking  more  than 
bis  share  of  the  profits,  unless  where  he  had  constituted  him  his  bailiff 
to  receive  them.  Now,  this  want  of  remedy  by  the  common  law  was 
provided  for  by  the  Stat.  4  Anne,  c.  10,  s.  27,  which  enables  one  tenant 
in  common  to  maintain  an  action  of  account  against  the  other  as  bailiff, 
for  receiving  more  than  his  due  share  or  proportion  ;  in  which  case, 
however,  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  indemnities  of  a  receiver, 
and  consequently  would  be  able  to  show  that  the  money  had  been  lost 
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without  his  fault;  whereas,  in  an  action  for  money  received  to  the  use 
of  another,  the  defendant  is  liable  for  the  money  absolutely.  It  is 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  Statute  of  Anne  only  gives  an  action  of 
account,  in  which  the  receiver  would  be  entitled  to  all  just  allowances  ; 
and  if  so,  that  this  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  not  lie. 

A  question  occurred  to  my  mind,  which  I  thought  worthy  of  considera- 
tion, namely,  whether  this  action  might  not  lie,  on  the  principle  that, 
where  there  are  tenants  in  common  of  a  reversion  (as,  for  instance,  of 
a  reversion  of  land  let  on  lease),  they  may  either  join  in  their  action 
for  rent,  or  bring  several  actions.  If  a  tenant  in  common  can  recover 
a  moiety  of  the  rent  (as,  for  instance,  supposing  the  rent  to  be  £40, 
that  he  could  recover  £20),  there  might  be  a  color  for  saying  that  the 
other  could  sue  him  for  half  of  a  whole  amount  wrongfully  received. 
But  that  is  explained  by  Lord  Holt,  in  Midyleyx.  Lovelace,  Carth.  289, 
anil  Martin  v.  Crompe,  1  Ld.  Raym.  340.  He  says,  that  where  a 
tenant  in  common  severs  in  such  an  action,  he  cannot  recover  half  the 
sum  nominatim,  but  only  half  of  the  rent;  thus  showing  that  the  rent 
continues  unsevered.1 

It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  common  who 
receives  the  whole  of  the  rent  due  to  himself  and  his  companion  is 
analogous  to  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  common  taking  the  whole  of  a 
chattel  into  his  possession  ;  in  which  case  neither  trespass  nor  trover 
gainst  him.  The  plaintiff's  only  remedy  here  is  therefore  b}' 
action  of  account,  and  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Hide  absohde? 

1  Cf.  Eveleth  v.  Sawyer,  96  Me.  227  (1902). 

2  In  some  of  the  United  States  the  contrary  is  held.  Brigham  v.  Eveleth,  9  Mass. 
638  (1813).  Borrell  v.  Borrell,  33  Pa.  492  (1859).  Cf.  Freetn.  Co-ten.  §§  280-285. 
See  also  Munroe  v.  Luke,  1  Met.  159  (1840);  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  72  Maine,  403 
(1881) ;  Hudson  v.  foe,  79  Me.  83  (1887). 


542  HBKDBBSOM    V.   EASON.  [CHAP.  III. 


HENDERSON   v.   EASON. 
Exchequer  Chamber.     1851. 

[Reported  17  Q.  /.'.  701.] 

A«  i  m'NT.  The  declaration  stated:  That  heretofore,  and  in  the  life- 
time of  the  said  Edward  Bason,  viz.  on  18th  November,  1833,  and  from 
thence  continually  for  a  long  time  in  the  lifetime  of  E.  E.,  viz.  until  and 
upon  18th  November,  1839,  on  which  last  mentioned  day  E.  E.  died, 
the  plaintiff  and  E.  E.  were  seised  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee  as  tenants 
in  common  of  and  in  certain  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments, 
consisting  of  divers,  to  wit,  twenty  messuages,  twenty  cottages,  &c, 
one  hundred  acres  of  meadow  land,  &C,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate 
&c.  in  the  several  parishes  of  Saint  John  the  Baptist  and  Saint  Peter 
the  Apostle  in  the  Isle  of  Thanet  in  the  county  of  Kent:  that  is  to  say, 
the  plaintiff  during  the  time  aforesaid  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee  of  and  in  one  undivided  half  part  or  moiety  thereof,  and  the  said 
E.  E.  in  his  lifetime  during  the  time  aforesaid  was  seised  in  his  demesne 
as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  other  undivided  half  part  or  moiety  thereof:  and 
the  said  E.  E.  in  his  lifetime  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  had  the  care 
and  management  of  the  whole  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  and  heredi- 
taments with  the  appurtenances  aforesaid,  to  receive  and  take  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof  to  the  common  profit  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 
E.  E.  deceased,  and,  as  bailiff  of  the  plaintiff,  of  what  he  the  said  E.  E. 
received  more  than  his  just  share  and  proportion  thereof,  to  render  a 
reasonable  account  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  his  said  share  thereof, 
when  the  said  E.  E.  should  be  thereunto  afterwards  requested  so  to  do, 
according  to  the  form  of  the  Statute  in  such  case  &c.  Averment :  That 
E.  E.  in  his  lifetime,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  received  more  than  his 
just  share  and  proportion  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  tene- 
ments  aforesaid  with  the  appurtenances,  and  the  plaintiff's  share  thereof, 
that  is  to  say  the  whole  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  tene- 
ments  with  the  appurtenances,  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  viz. 
£2000  :  and  that  the  said  E.  E.  deceased  did  not  nor  would  at  any  time 
in  or  during  his  lifetime  render  a  reasonable  account  to  plaintiff  of  the 
said  rents,  issues,  and  profits  by  him  the  said  E.  E.  so  received  as 
aforesaid,  or  of  either  of  them  or  any  part  thereof,  or  of  the  said  share 
of  the  plaintiff  of  and  in  the  same  for  the  time  aforesaid  or  any  part 
thereof,  but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do:  And,  although, 
afterwards  and  after  the  death  of  E.  E.,  viz.  on  1st  May,  a.  d.  1840, 
d<  fendant  as  such  executor  as  aforesaid  was  requested  by  plaintiff 
to  render  a  reasonable  account  to  plaintiff  of  the  said  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  by  the  said  E.  E.  so  received  as  aforesaid,  and  the  plaintiff's 
Baid  -hare  thereof,  and  although  a  reasonable  time  has  elapsed  since 
such  request  made  as  aforesaid  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
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suit,  yet  defendant,  as  such  executor  as  aforesaid,  has  not  at  any  time 
rendered  a  reasonable  account  to  plaintiff  of  the  said  rents,  &c.  by  the 
said  E.  E.  deceased  so  received  &c  ,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  of  the  said 
share  &c.  or  any  part  thereof,  but  so  to  do  the  defendant  as  such  ex- 
ecutor as  aforesaid  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  Statute  &c,  and  to  the  damage  of  plaintiff  &c. 

Pleas.  1.  That  E.  E.  had  not  in  his  lifetime  the  care  and  manage- 
ment of  the  whole  of  the  said  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  receive  and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
thereof  to  the  common  profit  of  plaintiff  and  of  the  said  E.  E.  deceased, 
and,  as  bailiff  of  the  plaintiff  of  what  he  the  said  E.  E.  received  more 
than  his  just  share  and  proportion  thereof,  to  render  a  reasonable 
account  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  his  said  share  thereof,  when  he 
the  said  E.  E.  should  be  thereunto  requested,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  Statute  in  such  case  &c,  in  manner  and  form  &c.  Conclusion  to  the 
country. 

2.  That  E.  E.  did  not  in  his  lifetime  receive  more  than  his  just  share 
and  proportion  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  tenements 
with  the  appurtenances,  in  manner  and  form  &c.  Conclusion  to  the 
country. 

Issues  were  joined  on  both  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Coleridge^  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  in  Hilary 
Term,  1850,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  both  issues,  the 
defendant's  counsel  tendering  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

Judgment  was  entered  up:  That  the  defendant,  as  such  executor  as 
aforesaid,  account  with  the  plaintiff  of  the  time  aforesaid  in  which  the 
said  E.  E.  was  bailiff  of  the  plaintiff  and  had  the  care  and  management 
of  the  aforesaid  messuages,  lands,  &c,  to  receive  and  take  &c.  to  the 
common  profit  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  E.  E.  :  and  an  account  was 
afterwards  taken  and  declared  by  auditors  assigned  by  the  court,  namely 
by  two  of  the  masters,  who  found,  and  reported  and  certified  under  their 
hands  and  seals,  that  the  snin  of  £900  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the 

defendant  as  executor  &c. :  wherefore  it  was  considered  that  plaintiff 
should  recover  from  defendant,  as  executor,  the  £900,  and  costs  &c. 
The  defendant  brought   error  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.    By  the 

bill  of  exceptions,  annexed  to  the  writ  of  error,  it  was  slated  : 

That,  upon  the  trial  of  the   said    issues,  the   counsel    for   the   plaintiff 

proved  that  the  plaintiff  and  Edward  Bason  were,  from  1Mb  November, 
13,  to  18th  November,  1838,  seised  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee  as 
tenants  in  common  of  and  in  the  hereditaments  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned; and  that  those  hereditaments  Consisted  of  a  certain  farm  called 
Na  h  Farm,  that  is  to  -a\  a  certain  messuage  :ind  outbuildings,  and  about 
138  acr<  -  of  land  ;  and  that  E.  B.  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  occu- 
pied the  whole   of  the   Bald  farm  on  his  own  account,  and    that    plaintiff 

did  not  at  any  time  (luring  the  time  aforesaid  occupy  any  pari  of  the 

said  farm,  and    the  said  E.   E    cultivated    the    same    on    hi-  own  account 

solely,  and  appropriated  the  produce  thereof  to  his  own  use  ;  that  the 
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farm  was  cropped  in  the  usual  way  by  the  said  E.  E. ;  and  that  the  said 
E.  E.  kept  the  usual  quantity  of  live  and  dead  stock,  and  fanned  the 
land  well,  and  that  he  received  all  the  produce  of  the  farm  and  sold  it 
on  his  own  account  ;  and  that  the  farm  was  of  the  value  of  £800  a  year 
to  let.  And  thereupon  counsel  for  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  facts  so 
proved  were  conclusive  that  E.  E.  had  in  his  lifetime  the  care  and 
management  of  the  whole  &c.  to  receive  &c,  and,  as  bailiff  &c,  to 
render  &C.  ^as  in  the  declaration  and  1st  plea),  in  manner  and  form  in 
the  declaration  alleged  :  And  also  that  the  said  facts  so  proved  were 
presumptive  evidence  that  the  said  E.  E.  did  in  his  lifetime  receive 
more  than  his  just  share  and  proportion  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits 
of  the  said  tenements  &c.  in  manner  and  form  &c. :  That  counsel  for 
defendant  insisted  that  the  matters  so  proved  were  not  so  conclusive 
to  the  effect  and  in  manner  insisted  on  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff:  And 
the  judge  declared  his  opinion  to  the  jury  that  the  said  matters  &C.  so 
proved  &c  were  respectively  conclusive  and  presumptive  evidence  to 
the  effect  and  in  manner  insisted  on  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
then  directed  the  said  jury,  if  they  believed  the  said  matters  and  things 
so  proved  and  given  in  evidence,  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon 
each  of  the  said  issues,  and  with  this  statement  and  direction  left  the 
case  to  the  jury.  To  which  statement  and  direction  of  the  judge  the 
counsel  for  defendant  excepted. 

And  counsel  for  defendant  then  argued  and  contended  before  the 
judge  that  a  tenant  in  common  of  lands  was  not,  by  reason  of  the  mere 
occupation  by  him  of  those  lands,  and  by  reason  of  the  receipt  of  the 
whole  of  the  produce  of  the  said  farm,  and  the  sale  of  the  said  produce 
on  his  own  account,  liable  in  an  action  of  account  to  his  co-tenant  in 
common  :  which  said  argument  and  contention  the  said  judge  then  over- 
ruled, and  directed  the  jury  that  the  said  Edward  Henderson  (defendant) 
was,  by  reason  of  such  occupation  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  farm  by 
the  said  E.  E.,  and  by  reason  of  the  receipt  by  E.  E.  of  the  whole  pro- 
duce of  the  said  farm,  and  the  sale  of  the  said  produce  on  his  own 
account,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  liable  to  the 
said  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  account.  To  which  &c. :  exception,  as 
before. 

And  the  said  counsel  &c. :  further  argument  for  defendant,  That 
tin-  mere  occupation  of  lands  by  a  tenant  in  common  of  them,  and  the 
receipt  by  the  said  tenant  in  common  of  the  whole  of  the  produce  of  the 
said  lands,  and  the  sale  by  him  of  the  said  produce  on  his  own  account, 
did  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  constitute  him  bailiff  of  his  co-tenant  in 
common  of  those  lands  of  what  he  received  beyond  his  just  share  :  which 
argument  the  judge  overruled,  and  directed  the  jury  that  such  occupa- 
tion as  aforesaid  by  the  said  E.  E.,  and  the  receipt  by  him  the  said  E.  E. 
of  the  whole  of  the  produce  of  the  said  lands,  and  the  sale  by  him  of  the 
said  produce  on  his  own  account,  did  as  a  matter  of  law  constitute  him 
bailiff  of  the  said  plaintiff  of  what  he  received  beyond  his  just  share.  To 
which  &c. :  exception  as  before. 
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The  grounds  of  error  spec-Lilly  assigned  were  the  rulings  stated,  as 
above,  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.     Joinder  in  error. 

The  writ  of  error  was  argued  in  Easter  Vacation,  May  14th,  1851, 
before  Maule  and  Williams,  JJ.  and  Parke,  Platt,  and  Martin, 
BB. ;  and  in  Trinity  Vacation.  June  19th,  1851,  before  Maule,  Cress- 
well,  and  Williams,  JJ.,  and  Parke,  Alderson,  and  Martin,  BB. 

W.  H.   Watson,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  defendant  below. 

Channel!,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendant  in  error  (plaintiff  below). 

Cleasby  (in  the  absence  of  Watson),  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  case  was  heard  before  us  at  the  sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term. 
It  is  an  action  of  account  founded  on  the  Statute  4  Ann.  c.  1G,  by 
Robert  Eason  against  the  executor  of  his  co-tenant  in  common,  Edward 
Eason.  The  declaration  states  :  (His  Lordship  here  stated  the  sub- 
stance of  the  count,  set  forth  ante,  page  652.)  There  is  an  averment  that 
Eason  in  his  lifetime  received  more  than  his  just  share  and  proportion 
of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the  said  tenancy,  that  is  to  say  the 
whole  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  and  had  not  rendered  an  account 
to  the  plaintiff. 

There  were  two  pleas  to  the  declaration  :  (His  Lordship  stated  the 
pleas,  as  set  forth,  ante,  page  053.) 

I -~ue  being  joined  on  these  pleas,  evidence  was  given  that  the  two 
Easons  were  tenants  in  common  in  fee  of  a  messuage  and  farm  of  above 
133  acres  of  land  from  November,  1833,  to  November,  1838,  during 
which  time  Edward  Kason  occupied  the  whole  on  his  own  account,  the 
plaintiff  occupying  no  part:  that  he  cultivated  the  same  on  his  own 
account  solely,  and  appropriated  the  produce  to  his  own  use  ;  and  that 
he  cropped  the  farm  in  the  usual  way,  kept  the  usual  quantity  of  live 
and  dead  stork,  and  farmed  well;  and  that  he  received  all  the  produce 
of  the  farm,  and  Bold  it  on  his  own  account. 

On  the  trial,  before  our  Brother  Colerid</<\  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in- 
sisted that  this  evidence  was  conclusive  on  the  first  issue,  and  presump- 
tive evidence  on  the  last,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff:  and  so  the  Learned 
judge  heldi  in  compliance  with  tin'  ruling  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  r.enrh 
on  a  special  ease  between  the  same  parties,  reported  in  12  Queen's 
Bench  Reports,  986. 

Thai  case  was  Btated  by  leave  of  a  Judge,  in  an  action  brought  by 
order  of  the  late  Lord  Chancellor.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  we  are  told. 
was  dissatisfied  with  that  proceeding  lor  certain  reasons  wholly  imma- 
terial to  he  inquired  into  by  us,  and  directed  this  action  to  be  brought, 

in  Which  the  important  question  between  the  parties  is  to  he  settled. 

There  i-,  do  doubl  as  to  the  law  before  the  Statute  of  4  Ann.  c.  16. 

If  one  tenant  in  common  occupied,  and  took  the  whole  profits,  the  other 
had  no  remedy  againsl  hiui  whilst  the  tenancy  in  common  continued, 
unless  he  was  put  out  of  possession,  when  he  might  have  his  ejectment, 

VOL.    VI.  —   30 
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or  unless  be  appointed  the  other  to  be  his  bailiff  as  to  his  undivided 
moiety,  and  the  other  accepted  that  appointment,  when  an  action  of 
account  would  lie,  as  against  a  bailiff  of  the  owner  of  the  entirety  of  an 
estate. 

Until  the  Statute  of  Anne  this  state  of  the  law  continued.  That 
Statute  provides,  by  section  "J7,  that  an  action  of  account  may  be  brought 
and  maintained  by  one  joint  tenant  and  tenant  in  common,  his  executors 
and  administrators,  against  the  other,  for  receiving  more  than  comes  to 
his  just  share  or  proportion,  and  against  the  executor  and  administrator 
of  such  joint  tenant  or  tenant  in  common  ;  and  the  auditors  arc  author- 
ized to  administer  an  oath. 

Declarations  framed  on  this  Statute  vary  from  those  at  common  law, 
as  it  is  an  essential  averment  in  them  that  the  defendant  lias  received 
more  than  his  share.  This  was  held  in  the  case  of  Wheeler  v.  Home, 
Willes.  208,  and  in  Sturlon  v.  Richardson,  13  M.  &  W.  17. 

Under  the  Statute  of  Anne  he  is  bailiff  only  by  virtue  of  his  receiving 
more  than  his  just  share,  and  as  soon  as  he  does  so,  and  is  answerable 
only  for  so  much  as  he  actually  receives,  as  is  full}'  explained  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Willes  in  the  case  above  cited.  He  is  not  responsible,  as 
a  bailiff  at  common  law,  for  what  he  might  have  made  without  his  wilful 
default. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Statute  does  not  mention  lands  or  tene- 
ments, or  an}'  particular  subject.  Every  case  in  which  a  tenant  in 
common  receives  more  than  his  share  is  within  the  Statute  ;  and  account 
will  lie  when  he  does  receive,  but  not  otherwise.  It  is  to  be  observed, 
also,  that  the  receipt  of  issues  and  profits  is  not  mentioned,  but  simply 
the  receipt  of  more  than  comes  to  his  just  share  ;  and,  further,  he  is  to 
account  when  he  receives,  not  takes,  more  than  comes  to  his  just  share. 
What,  then,  is  a  "  receiving'1''  of  more  than  comes  to  his  just  share, 
within  the  meaning  of  that  provision  in  the  Statute  of  Anne  ? 

It  appears  to  us  that  construing  the  Act  according  to  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  words,  this  provision  of  the  Statute  was  meant  to  apply 
only  to  cases  where  the  tenant  in  common  receives  money  or  something 
else,  -where  another  person  gives  or  pa}'s  it,  which  the  co-tenants  are 
entitled  to  simpby  by  reason  of  their  being  tenants  in  common,  and  in 
proportion  to  their  interests  as  such,  and  of  which  one  receives  and 
keeps  more  than  his  just  share  according  to  that  proportion. 

The  Statute,  therefore,  includes  all  cases  in  which  one  of  two  tenants 
in  common  of  lands  leased  at  a  rent  payable  to  both,  or  of  a  rent-charge, 
or  any  money  payment  or  payment  in  kind,  due  to  them  from  another 
person,  receives  the  whole  or  more  than  his  proportionate  share  accord- 
ing to  his  interest  in  the  subject  of  the  tenanc}'.  There  is  no  difficulty 
in  ascertaining  the  share  of  each,  and  determining  when  one  has  received 
more  than  his  just  share  :  and  he  becomes,  as  to  that  excess,  the  bailiff 
of  the  other,  and  must  account. 

But  when  we  seek  to  extend  the  operation  of  the  Statute  be}'ond  the 
ordinary  meaning  of  its  words,  and  to  apply  it  to  cases  in  which  one 
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has  enjoyed  more  of  the  benefit  of  the  subject,  or  made  more  by 
its  occupation,  than  the  other,  we  have  insuperable  difficulties  to 
encounter. 

There  are  obviously  many  cases  in  which  a  tenant  in  common  may 
occupy  and  enjoy  the  land  or  other  subject  of  tenancy  in  common  solely, 
and  have  all  the  advantage  to  be  derived  from  it,  and  yet  it  would  be 
most  unjust  to  make  him  pay  anything.  For  instance,  if  a  dwelling 
house,  or  barn,  or  room,  is  solely  occupied  by  one  tenant  in  common, 
without  ousting  the  other,  or  a  chattel  is  used  by  one  co-tenant  in  com- 
mon, nothing  is  received  ;  and  it  would  be  most  inequitable  to  hold  that 
he  thereby,  by  the  simple  act  of  occupation  or  use,  without  any  agree- 
ment, should  be  liable  to  pay  a  rent  or  anything  in  the  nature  of  com- 
pensation to  his  co-tenants  for  that  occupation  or  use  to  which  to  the 
full  extent  to  which  he  enjoyed  it  he  had  a  perfect  right.  It  appears 
impossible  to  hold  that  such  a  case  could  be  within  the  Statute  ;  and  an 
opinion  to  that  effect  was  expressed  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  M' Mahon  v. 
Burchdl,  2  Phillips's  Rep.  134.  Such  cases  are  clearly  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  Statute. 

Again,  there  are  many  cases  where  profits  are  made,  and  are  actually 
taken,  by  one  co-tenant,  and  yet  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  he  has 
received  more  than  comes  to  his  just  share.  For  instance,  one  tenant 
employs  his  capital  and  industry  in  cultivating  the  whole  of  a  piece  of 
land,  the  subject  of  the  tenancy,  in  a  mode  in  which  the  money  and 
labor  expended  greatly  exceed  the  value  of  the  rent  or  compensation 
for  the  mere  occupation  of  the  land  ;  in  raising  hops,  for  example, 
Which  is  a  very  hazardous  adventure.  He  takes  the  whole  of  the  crops  : 
and  is  he  to  be  accountable  for  any  of  the  profits  in  such  a  case,  when 
it  is  clear  that,  if  the  speculation  had  been  a  losing  one  altogether,  he 
could  not  have  called  for  a  moiety  of  the  losses,  as  he  would  have  been 
enabled  to  do  had  it  been  so  cultivated  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  the 
co-tenants?  The  risk  of  the  cultivation,  and  the  profits  and  loss,  are 
his  own  ;  and  what  is  just  with  respect  to  the  very  uncertain  and  ex- 
pensive crop  of  hops  is  just  also  with  respect  to  all  the  produce  of  the 
land,  the  fructiut  indiutrictfeSi  which  are  raised  by  the  capital  and  in- 
dustry <>!'  the  occupier,  and  would  not  exist  without  it.  In  taking  all 
that  produce  he  cannot  be  said  to  receive  more  than  his  just  share  ami 
proportion  to  which  lie  is  entitled  as  a  tenant  in  common.  He  receives 
in  truth  the  return  for  his  own  labor  and  capital,  to  which  his  co-tenant 

baa  no  right 

In  the  case  before  Lord  North  in  Skinner  (Anonymous  in  Chancery, 
Skinn.  280),  in  which  it  is  said  that,  if  one  of  fourtenants  in  common 
itock  land  and  manage  it,  the  rest  shall  have  an  account  of  the  profits, 

but  If  a  loSS  coin.',  as  of  the  sheep,  they  shall  liear  a  pari,  it  is  evident. 
from  the  context.  Lord  North  is  s|„-:ikiii'_;  ,.f  :i  case  where  one  tenant 
in  common  manages  by  the  mutual  agreement  of  all  for  their  common 
benefit ;  for  he  gives  it  as  au  illustration  of  the  rights  of  a  part  owner 
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of  a  ship  to  an  account  when  the  voyage  is  undertaken  by  his  consent, 
expressed  or  implied. 

Where  the  natural  produce  of  the  land  is  augmented  by  the  capital 
and  industry  of  the  tenant,  grass,  for  instance,  by  manuring  and  drain- 
ing, and  the  tenant  takes  and  sells  it,  or  where,  by  feeding  it  with  his 
cattle,  he  makes  a  profit  by  it,  the  case  seems  to  us  to  be  neither  within 
the  words  or  spirit  of  the  Act,  though  there  are  not  cases  of  fructus 
industrials  In  either  case. 

It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  the  evidence  stated  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions  does  not  raise  either  of  these  points. 

We  therefore  think  that,  upon  the  evidence  set  out  in  this  case,  there 
was  nothing  to  warrant  the  jury  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
defendant  received  more  than  his  just  share  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act  :  and  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  as  to  the  second  issue 
was  therefore  wrong.  And  we  also  think  that  there  was  no  conclusive 
or  sufficient,  or  indeed  any,  evidence  that  he  had  the  care  and  manage- 
ment of  the  farm  for  their  common  profit,  as  averred  in  the  declara- 
tion.    We  therefore  think  that  there  should  be 

Judgment  to  reverse  the  judgment  of 
Q.  J3.,  and  for  a  venire  de  novo.1 


LEIGH  v.   DICKESON. 
Queen's  Bench  Division.     1883. 
[Reported  12  Q.  B.  D.  194.] 

FcRTIIER  CONSIDERATION. 

This  was  an  action  tried  before  Pollock,  B.,  in  which  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  defendant  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  house,  on  which  the 
defendant  had  expended  money  in  ordinary  repairs.  The  defendant 
claimed,  by  way  of  set-off,  contribution  in  respect  of  the  monej-  so 
expended. 

Grantham,  Q.  C,  and  Gore,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Finlay,  Q.C.,  and  C.  A.  Russell,  for  the  defendant. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Pollock,  B.  This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  trustees 
of  -Mrs.  Eyles,  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  £24  9.s.  6d., 
which  they  allege  to  be  due  to  them  from  the  defendant  for  the 
use  and  occupation  by  the  defendant  of  three-fourths  of  premises  in 
Market  Lane,  Dover,  for  264  days  at  the  rate  of  £45  per  annum,  and 
also  three  quarters'  rent  of  a  piece  of  land  and  buildings  at  the  rear  of 
the  above.     With  regard  to  the  second  claim,  the  amount  of  it  was 

1  Contra,  Early  v.  Friend,  16  Grat.  21  (1800) ;  Hayden  v.  Merrill,  44  Vt.  336 
(1872; ;    Walker  v.   Williams,  84  Miss.  302  (1004). 
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tendered  before  action,  and  has  been  paid  into  court,  and  therefore 
no  question  now  arises  with  respect  to  it.  As  to  the  claim  in  respect 
of  the  three-fourths  of  the  above  premises,  the  case  was  heard  before 
me  without  a  jury  at  the  Lewes  Assizes,  and  afterwards  upon  further 
consideration,  when  the  following  facts  were  agreed  upon  by  counsel. 

In  1.SG0,  Mrs.  Eyles  (then  Mrs.  Worger)  was  entitled  to  an  un- 
divided three- fourths  of  the  house  in  Queen  Street,  Dover,  as  tenant  in 
common  with  another  ;  and  on  the  4th  of  January  in  that  year,  Mrs. 
Worger,  by  lease,  let  to  one  Prebble  for  twenty-one  years  her  interest 
at  the  rent  of  j£33  15s.  per  annum.  This  lease  contained  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  tenant  to  execute  internal  repairs,  and  on  the  part 
of  Mrs.  Worger  to  execute  external  repairs.  In  18G5  the  lease  was 
assigned  by  Prebble  to  the  defendant,  who  entered  and  paid  rent.  In 
1871  the  defendant  purchased  the  one-fourth  interest  of  the  other  ten- 
ant in  common.  On  the  Gth  of  January,  1881,  the  lease  expired,  and 
the  defendant  continued  in  possession.  A  correspondence  then  took 
place  between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  and  their  solicitors  with  a 
view  to  continue  the  tenancy,  but  the  plaintilfs  asking  for  an  advanced 
rent,  which  the  defendant  was  unwilling  to  pay,  no  further  agreement 
was  effected.  On  the  loth  of  February,  1882,  the  present  action  was 
commenced,  the  plaintiff  claiming  for  use  and  occupation  since  the  ex- 
piration of  the  lease.  It  was  also  admitted  that  upon  the  24th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1881,  proceedings  had  been  taken  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the 
defendant  in  the  County  Court  of  Kent.  These  do  not,  however,  ap- 
pear to  me  to  be  relevant  to  the  claim  in  the  present  action,  and 
therefore  I  make  no  further  reference  to  them. 

( >n  behalf  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that  the  action  would 
not  lie,  because  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  sue  another  tenant  in 
common  for  the  rent  of  premises  owned  by  them.  It  is,  however,  un- 
necessary to  deal  with  this  general  proposition,  because  in  the  present 
case  a  claim  is  made  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant  not  simply 
to  recover  tin;  value  of  premises  occupied  by  him  as  tenant  in  common, 
but  it  is  brought  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  three-fourths  of  the 
premises  which  were  let  by  the  plaintiffs'  cestui  que  trust  to  Prebble  in 
I860,  by  a  lease  which  was  afterwards  assigned  by  Prebble  to  the 
defendant,  who  entered  and   paid    rent.      Having  carefully   considered 

the  correspondence  that  passed  between  Mrs.  Eyles  and  her  solicitors 

and  the  defendant  and  his  solicitors,  I  have  come  to  (he  conclusion  thai, 

cupation  by  the  defendant,  which  occurred  after  the  expiration  of 
tin-  lease  in  question  on  the  6th  of  January,  1881,  must  be  referred, 

•  his  right  as  tenant  in  common,  but  to  his  continuing  in  occupa- 
tion as  tenant,  at.  Bufferance.  Now  it  is  quite  clear  from  the  authority 
of  Lord  Coke  in  Co.  pp.  186  a,  which  was  adopted  by  the  court  in 
Cowper  v.  Fletcher,  6  B.  &  8.  164,  thai  one  Joint  tenant  may  let  his 

part  for  years  or  at  will  to  his  companion,  and  I  think  it  is  equally 
clear  that  if  after  the  expiration  of  such  a  lease  the  tenant  holds  over, 
the  >ame  consequences  must  be  taken  to  follow  as  would  arise  in  the 
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case  of  a  lease  between  strangers,  and  that  the  lessor  would  have  a 
right  to  treat  the  defendant  as  :i  tenant  at  sufferance  for  the  period  dur- 
ing which  he  held  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  and  to  sue  him  for 
use  and  occupation  in  respect  thereof.  If  any  authority  were  required 
t\>r  this,  the  ease  of  Bayley  v.  Bradley,  5  C.  B.  3%,  seems  to  suffice. 
Looking,  therefore,  at  the  case  in  this  light,  my  judgment  will  be  for 
the  amount  claimed,  £24  \)s.  6d.,  being  the  amount  recoverable  for  264 
days'  occupation  at  the  same  rate  as  was  reserved  by  the  lease. 

This  disposes  of  the  plaintiffs'  claim.  The  defendant,  however,  by 
way  of  counter-claim,  charges  the  plaintiffs  with  a  sum  of  £80, 
which,  he  alleges,  he  laid  out  and  expended  in  substantial  and  other 
proper  repairs  and  improvements  upon  the  premises  since  the  expira- 
tion of  the  lease.  With  regard  to  this  claim,  it  is  first  to  be  observed 
that  it  is  made  not  in  respect  of  any  breach  by  Mrs.  Eyles  or  her 
trustees  of  the  covenant  contained  in  the  lease,  but  for  what  are  called 
substantial  and  proper  repairs  and  improvements.  To  this  set-off  and 
counter-claim  the  plaintiffs  demur,  and  it  was  admitted  by  counsel  that 
if  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment upon  the  counter-claim,  so  that  any  question  of  amount,  and  any 
distinction  which  might  be  taken  between  repairs  and  improvements,  is 
apparently  waived,  and  the  question  is  broadly  raised  whether,  having 
reference  to  the  legal  relation  which  existed  between  the  parties,  the 
plaintiffs  are  liable  to  recoup  the  defendant  for  money  so  laid  out  b}-  him 
in  repairing  the  premises  in  the  absence  of  an}-  express  contract.  There 
is.  however,  nothing  to  show  that  but  for  them  the  subject-matter  of  the 
tenancy  in  common  would  have  perished,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  principle  of  those  decisions  in  which  it  has  been  held  that,  where  an 
outlay  is  in  the  nature  of  salvage,  all  interested  in  the  thing  saved  are 
bound  to  contribute. 

No  case  or  authority  was  cited  by  counsel  to  show  that  going  back 
for  a  long  period  of  years  effect  has  ever  been  given  by  the  courts  to  a 
claim  by  action  b}'  one  tenant  in  common  against  another  for  money 
which  had  been  expended  upon  the  repair  of  their  common  property, 
nor  have  I  been  able  to  find  any  such  case  or  authority,  although  the 
claim  deals  with  a  matter  of  common  occurrence,  and  the  question  must 
often  have  arisen  if  the  defendant's  contention  be  correct.  It  becomes 
necessary,  therefore,  to  refer  to  the  older  law,  and  to  see  upon  what 
principle  any  claim  of  a  like  nature  has  been  rested,  and  how  far,  if  at 
all,  it  would  govern  a  case  like  the  present.  The  writ  by  one  of  two 
tenants  in  common  against  the  other  de  reparatione  facienda  is  men- 
tioned  by  the  earlier  law  writers.  Coke,  in  his  Commentary  upon  Lit- 
tleton, Co.  Lit.  200  b,  speaks  of  it  thus  :  "  If  two  tenants  in  common, 
or  joint  tenants,  be  of  an  house  or  mill,  and  it  fall  in  decay,  and  the  one 
is  willing  to  repair  the  same  and  the  other  will  not,  he  that  is  willing 
shall  have  a  writ  de  reparatione  facienda,  and  the  writ  saith,  ad 
reparationem  et  sustentationern  ejusdem  domus  leneantur ;  whereby 
it   appeareth  that  owners  are  in  that  case  bound  pro  bono  publico 
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to  maintain   houses   and   mills   which   are  for  habitation  and  use    of 
men." 

The  right  to  this  writ  is  also  mentioned  in  almost  similar  terms  in 
Lewis  Bowies'  Case,  11  Rep.  82  b.,  where  it  is  said:  "  If  there  be  two 
joint  tenants  of  a  wood,  or  arable  land,  the  one  has  no  remedy  against 
the  other  to  make  enclosure  or  reparations  for  safeguard  of  the  wood, 
or  corn,  but  if  there  be  two  joint  tenants  of  an  house  the  one  shall  have  a 
writ  de  reparatione  facienda  against  the  other,  and  the  words  of  the  writ 
are  ad  reparationem  et  sustentationem  ejusdon  domus  tenetur."  Simi- 
lar statements  of  the  law  will  be  fouud  in  2  Co.  Inst.  402,  and  Moor's 
Rep.  374.  The  writ  is  also  mentioned  in  2  Cruise's  Dig.  377,  as  a  com- 
mon law  writ. 

The  later  authorities  in  substance  adopt  these  two,  and  refer  to  them 
in  much  the  same  language.  It  is  curious  to  observe  that  the  remedy 
between  the  joint  tenants  is  spoken  of  as  if  it  was  one  which  existed 
rather  for  the  benefit  of  the  community  than  of  the  joint  tenant,  but 
what  is  more  to  the  purpose  is  to  notice  that  in  these  passages  and  in 
the  books  in  which  the  form  of  the  writ  itself  is  given,  as  in  Fitzher- 
bert's  X.  B.  p.  127,  and  the  Registrum  JSrevium,  p.  153  b,  the  writ  is  to 
be  found  amongst  those  which  require  acts  to  be  done  by  way  of  rep- 
aration, Bach  as  the  repairing  of  mills  either  by  the  county  or  by  an 
individual  who  is  liable,  the  repairing  of  a  bridge,  wall,  road,  sewer,  or 
pavement,  the  repairing  by  a  neighbor  of  his  house  which  is  so  in  decay 
as  to  be  dangerous  ;  and  in  all  these  cases  the  ground  of  the  claim  seems 
to  be  such  as  to  presuppose  that  the  condition  of  the  things  to  be  re- 
paired would  be  dangerous  or  useless  unless  the  repairs  in  question 
were  effected.  This  procedure  differs  widely  from  the  right  alleged 
in  the  present  case  of  one  tenant  in  common  to  expend  money  in  the 
ordinary  repairs  of  a  house,  and  then  recover  from  his  co-tenant  his 
share.  In  Daring  v.  Earl  of  Winchelsea,  1  Cox,  318,  Eyre,  C.  B., 
speaking  of  the  right  to  contribution  among  sureties,  mentions  the  case 
of  tenants  in  common,  and  refers  to  the  writ  in  Fitzherbert.  lie  speaks 
of  contribution  generally  as  being  founded  upon  an  equitable  right 
based  upon  general  principles,  and  in  the  recent  case  of  Leslie  v. 
JFrench,  23  Ch.  I).  552,  this  dictum  was  cited  by  counsel ;  but  I  do  not 
find  that  it  received  any  assent  in  the  judgment  of  Fry,  L.J.,  and  in 
neither  of  these  cases  —  one  being  a  claim  between  co-sureties,  and 
the  other  a  claim  between  co-owners  of  a  policy  of  insurance  —  was 
it  necessary  to  consider  wh.it  was  the  law  as  applicable  to  tenants  in 

common. 

In  Story's  Eq.  Jurisp.  s.  12."..").  the  Bubject  is  treated  of,  and  the 
writei  refers  t<»  some  cases  which  have  arisen  in  the  courts  of  America, 
but  the  only  one  which  hears  upon  the  question  now  before  the  court, 
is  that  <>r  Oonversi  v.  FVms,  1 1  Bfass.  826,  in  which  Parker,  C.J.,  says 

that,  ••  At  common  law  no  action  lies  by  <>ne  tenant  in  common  who 
has  expended  more  than  his  Bhare  in  repairing  the  common  property 
against  the  deficient  tenants,"  and  lie  goes  on  to  say  that  fir  this  reason 
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the  Legislature  of  the  State  provided  a  remedy,  which  was  applicable  how- 
i  \  er  to  mills  only. 

An  interesting  judgment  by    Chancellor  Kent  upon  the  subject  of 
contribution  will  be  found  in  the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Mesier,  1  John. 

834.  A  bill  was  Bled  by  one  of  two  owners  of  adjoining  houses  sepa- 
rated by  a  party-wall.  It  was  an  old  party-wall  between  the  two 
houses,  and  the  owner  of  one  of  them  being  desirous  to  build  a  new 
house  on  his  lot,  pulled  down  the  old  house,  and  with  it  the  party-wall, 
which  was  ruinous,  and  rebuilt  it  with  his  new  house.  The  owner  of 
the  adjoining  house  and  lot  was  held  to  be  bound  to  contribute  ratably 
to  the  expense  of  the  new  wall  of  partition.  The  particular  case  was 
decided  expressly  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to 
have  the  wall  rebuilt,  and  therefore  it  furnishes  no  authority  for  the 
right  to  contribution  where  ordinary  repairs  are  done.  In  the  course 
of  the  judgment  Chancellor  Kent  refers  to  dicta  expressed  by  different 
writers  14)011  the  civil  law.  One  of  these,  Papinian  (Dig.  17,  2,  52, 10) 
states  it  as  a  rule  of  the  civil  law,  that  if  one  part  owner  of  a  house  in 
decay,  repairs  it  at  his  own  expense,  upon  the  refusal  of  the  others  to 
unite  in  the  expense,  he  can  compel  them  to  contribute  their  propor- 
tion, with  interest,  or,  upon  their  default,  at  the  end  of  four  months, 
the  house,  at  his  election,  becomes  his  sole  property.  This  would  seem 
ouly  to  apply  to  the  case  of  such  decay  as  would  if  not  arrested  by 
repair  produce  ruin.  Pothier,  speaking  of  party-walls,  Conlrat  de 
Socitti,  Premiere  Appendice,  No.  199,  203,  accords  the  right  to  contri- 
bution for  the  rebuilding  of  a  party-wall  only  where  it  is  ruinous  and 
needs  to  be  rebuilt,  independently  of  the  raising  of  it  by  the  part  owner 
on  one  side. 

I  was  referred  during  the  course  of  the  argument  to  a  form  of  order 
which  is  to  be  found  in  Seton  on  Decrees,  vol.  ii.  1024,  wherein  an  in- 
quiry is  directed  as  to  what,  if  any,  substantial  repairs  have  been  done 
by  one  or  more  of  several  tenants  in  common.  This  occurs  in  an  order 
made  in  a  suit  for  partition  and  sale,  in  which  it  is  obvious  the  direc- 
tion would  be  necessary,  quite  apart  from  such  a  right  as  is  insisted  upon 
by  the  defendant  in  the  present  action. 

At  common  law  no  action  of  account  lay  by  one  joint  tenant  or  tenant 
in  common  against  his  co-tenant.  By  the  Statute  of  4  Anne,  c.  1G,  s. 
27,  a  tenant  in  common  could  be  charged  by  his  co-tenant  in  an  action 
at  law  as  bailiff  for  money  received,  a  share  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to.  The  same  end  could  also  be  better  attained  bj-  a  bill  in 
equity.  The  histor}'  of  the  action  of  account  will  be  found  in  Viner's 
Abridgment,  "  Account,"  and  under  the  same  title  in  Selwyn's  Nisi 
Priu8.  Except,  however,  in  the  case  of  a  bill  for  partition  I  can  find 
no  trace  of  an}-  action  or  claim  in  equit}'  for  contribution  in  respect  of 
money  expended  for  repairs. 

This  being  the  state  of  the  authorities,  the  conclusion  I  arrive  at  is 
that  the  defendant  has  failed  to  establish  his  counter-claim  against  the 
plaintiffs.     It  may  be  said  that  this  leaves  the  defendant  to  bear  the 
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costs  of  repairs  which  in  equity  ami  fair  dealing  ought  to  he  home  in 
part  hy  the  plaintiffs.  There  is  something  no  douht  in  this  argument, 
but  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  relation  which  exists  between  ten- 
ants in  common  is  peculiar.  In  cases  where  the  money  expended  is 
for  ordinary  repairs,  and  not  such  as  are  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
prevention  of  ruin,  the  inconvenience  of  taking  an  account  between  the 
co-tenants  whenever  one  has  paid  more  than  his  share  would  be  great, 
and  in  almost  every  case  in  which  they  are  unable  themselves  to  agree 
as  to  what  repairs  are  needed  and  how  the  costs  of  them  should  be 
divided,  the  only  efficient  remedy  would  be  attained  by  a  partition. 

There  will  be  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  claim 
for  £2-1  9s.  Gil,  and  also  upon  the  counter-claim  with  costs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs.1 


PICKERING  v.   PICKERING. 
Supreme  Court  of  New  Hampshire.     1885. 

[Reported  63  N~.  II.  463.] 

Bill  in  equity,  for  an  accounting  between  tenants  in  common. 
The  defendant  claimed  to  be  allowed  for  necessary  repairs  made  by 
him  upon  the  premises  without  notice  to  the  plaintiff. 

John  Hatch,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.   W.  Emery,  for  the  defendant. 

BlNGHAX,  J.  The  plaintiff  seeks  for  an  accounting,  and  to  charge 
the  defendant  for  tin'  rents  and  income  of  lands  and  buildings  thereon. 
The  parties  are  tenants  in  common.  The  defendant  has  had  the  pos- 
sesion and  income  of  tin;  property  since  December  27,  1883,  and  has 
in  that  time  expended  $870  in  necessary  repairs  that  materially  in- 
creased the  value  of  the  buildings  and  the  income,  and  claims  to  be 
allowed  for  the  same  in  the  accounting.  The  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of 
thr  repairs,  and  was  not  requested  to  join  in  making  them. 

If  we  are  to  consider  it  settled  at  common  law  that  one  tenant  in 
common  cannot,  recover  of  his  co-tenant  a  contribution  for  necessary 
repairs,  where  there  is  no  agreement  or  request  or  notice  to  join  in 
making  them,  or  excuse  for  a  ootice  not  being  given  to  join  (  Stevens  v. 
Thompson,  17  N.  II.  108,  Ml;  Wiggin  v.  Wiggin,  13  N.  II.  561,568), 
because  both  parties,  until  this  is  done,  are  equally  in  fault, one  having 
as  much  reason  to  coin). lain  as  the  other  {Mumford  \.  Brown,  *'»  Cow. 
17..  177  ;  Kidder  v.  Eixford,  1<;  \'t.  169  172  ;  l  Kent  Com.  .".71  ;  !><„,,„ 
v.  Badger,  12  .Ma...  65-70;  Calvert  v.  Aldrich,  :<:i  Mass.  78),  it  does 
not  follow  that  in  this  proceeding  for  an  equitable  accounting  for  the 

t  i  "v.  Aldrich,  99  Ma    .74(1868).     Bui    ee  Deck's  Appeal,  57  Pa. 
.i--,7  (it  Bordwell,  '.<\   Pa.  (88  (1879);   Alexander  \.  Ellison,   7'.'  By. 

148(1880) ;  F  I    nn.  ■::■•■  (1882). 
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tnoome,  :i  part  of  which  is  produced  by  the  repairs,  the  defendant  may 
not  be  allowed  for  them.  There  is  a  wide  difference  between  a  right  of 
action  at  common  law  to  recover  a  contribution  for  repairs,  and  a  right 
to  have  them  allowed  out  of  the  income,  which  exists  in  part  through 
their  having  been  made.  In  the  first  case,  the  party  makes  them  at  his 
will  on  the  common  property  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  his 
co-tenant,  while  in  the  last  the  co-tenant  recognizes  the  existence  of  the 
repairs,  that  they  have  materially  increased  the  income,  but  demands 
the  increase  and  refuses  to  allow  for  the  repairs.  The  objection,  that 
no  privity,  no  joint  knowledge,  no  authority  existed,  is  in  equity  and 
good  conscience  waived  when  the  entire  income  is  demanded.  It  is 
not  unlike  the  ratification  of  the  acts  of  an  assumed  agent:  it  relates 
back  to  the  time  of  making  the  repairs,  and  makes  the  plaintiff  a  privy 
from  the  beginning.  He  cannot  claim  the  repairs  and  the  income,  and 
equitably  ignore  the  expense  of  making  them. 

In  Moore  v.  Cable,  1  Johns.  Ch.  38a,  a  bill  for  the  redemption  of  a 
mortgage,  it  was  decided  that  the  mortgagee  should  not  be  charged  for 
rents  and  profits  arising  exclusively  from  repairs  made  by  him. 

In  Jackson  v.  Loomis,  4  Cow.  168,  an  action  of  trespass  for  mesne 
profits  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  he  should  be 
allowed  against  the  plaintiff,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  the  value  of 
permanent  improvements,  made  in  good  faith,  to  the  extent  of  the  rents 
and  profits  claimed  by  the  plaintiff.     Green  v.  Biddle,  8  Wheat.  1. 

In  liathbun  v.  Colt  on,  15  Pick.  472,  485,  it  was  decided  that  when 
the  rent  of  a  trust  estate  is  increased  in  consequence  of  improvements 
made  by  the  trustee,  the  beneficiary  ma}'  be  put  to  his  election,  either 
to  allow  the  trustee  the  expense  of  such  improvements,  or  be  deprived 
of  the  increase  of  rent  obtained  by  means  thereof;  that  the  question 
was  not  whether  the  trustee  has  a  right  to  make  a  charge  for  the  im- 
provements, but  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  receive  any 
benefit  for  them,  they  refusing  to  contribute  their  share  towards  the 
expense. 

It  seems,  however,  that  courts  of  equity  have  not  confined  the  doc- 
trine of  compensation  for  repairs  and  improvements  to  cases  of  agree- 
ment or  of  joint  purchases,  but  have  extended  it  to  other  cases  where 
the  party  making  the  repairs  and  improvements  has  acted  in  good  faith, 
innocently,  and  there  has  been  a  substantial  benefit  conferred  on  the 
owner,  so  that  in  equity  and  right  he  ought  to  pay  for  the  same.  2 
Story  Eq.  Jar.  §§  1236,  1237,  799  b;  Coffin  v.  Heath,  6  Met.  76,  80. 
And  in  2  Story  Eq.  PI.  §  799  b,  n.  1,  it  is  said,  —  "  In  cases  where  the 
true  owner  of  an  estate,  after  a  recovery  thereof  at  law  from  a  bona  fide 
possessor  for  a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice  seeks  an  account 
in  eqnity  as  plaintiff  against  such  possessor  for  the  rents  and  profits,  it 
is  the  constant  habit  of  courts  of  equity  to  allow  such  possessor  (as 
defendant)  to  deduct  therefrom  the  full  amount  of  all  meliorations  and 
improvements  which  he  has  beneficially  made  upon  the  estate,  and  thus 
to  recoup  them  from  the  rents  and  profits.  .  .   .  So,  if  the  true  owner 
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of  an  estate  holds  only  an  equitable  title  thereto,  and  seeks  the  aid  of 
a  court  of  equity  to  enforce  that  title,  the  court  will  administer  that 
aid  only  upon  the  terms  of  making  compensation  to  such  bona  fide 
possessor  for  the  amount  of  his  meliorations  and  improvements  of  the 
estate  beneficial  to  the  owner."  This  is  on  the  old,  established  maxim 
in  equity  jurisprudence,  that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity. 
Hannan  v.  Osborn,  4  Paige  Ch.  336  ;  DecKs  Appeal,  57  Penn.  St. 
4G8,  472  ;  Peyton  v.  Smith,  2  Dev.  &  Bat.  Eq.  325,  349  ;  Hibbert  v. 
Co<>ke,  1  Sim.  &  S.  552. 

The  sum  of  $370  for  the  repairs  may  be  deducted  from  the  income, 
if  it  amounts  to  that  sum :  if  not,  then  to  cancel  the  income,  whatever 
it  may  be. 

The  claim  for  insurance  should  be  disallowed.     It  does  not  appear 

that  it  was  procured  for  the   plaintiff,  or  in  her  interest,  or  with  her 

knowledge,  or  that  she   has   ever   received   or   accepted  any   benefit 

arising  from  it. 

Case  discharged. 

Blodgett,  J.,  did  not  sit ;  the  others  concurred. 


DEWING  v.   DEWING. 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1896. 

[Reported  165  Mass.  230.] 

Two  actions  of  contract,  each  upon  an  account  annexed,  for 
money  bad  and  received.  The  cases  were  tried  together  in  the  Su- 
perior Court,  without  a  jury,  before  Dunbar,  J.,  who  found  for  the 
defendant  in  each  case  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  alleged  exceptions.  The 
facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  bar  in  November,  1895,  and  afterwards 
was  submitted  on  the  briefs  to  all  the  judges. 

C.  A.  Snow,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

8.  /.'.  Cutler,  (/:.  /:.  Dewing  with  him,)  for  the  defendant. 

HOLMES,  J.  These  are  actions  for  money  had  and  received,  brought 
by  two  tenants  in  common  against  a  third,  to  recover  their  share  of  the 
ii.  t  profits  realized  by  the  defendant  in  carrying  on  a  garden  farm. 
nine  without  deciding,  as  the  plaintiffs  contend,  that  the  actions 
are  maintainable  in  Massachusetts  in  this  Conn,  and  thai  the  items  on 
their  side  of  the  account  stated  by  the  auditor  arc  all  properly  there. 
St.  t  .v  5  Annr,  c.  16,  I  27;  Jonet  v.  Harraden,  9  Mass.  540n; 
8hepard  v.  Richards,  2  Gray,  424,  427,  428.  The  only  questions 
iry  to  be  considered  are  whether,  as  a  matter  of  substantive 

law,   or  at    least   under    the   answer,    which    was   a  general   denial,    the 
defendant  should  have  been  denied  any  allowance  for  his  services  and 
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board  and  the  use  of  his  animals  and  utensils  in  realizing  the  money 
lit  oived  by  him,  and  whether  the  defendant  can  recover  a  proportion- 
air  share  vi'  the  taxes  under  a  declaration  in  set-off. 

The  question  of  pleading  raises  no  difficulty.  It  is  true  that  this  is 
not  a  mutual  account  by  contract  between  the  parties,  as  in  Goldthwait 
v.  Day,  149  Mass.  185,  but  the  principle  is  the  same.  The  plaintiff 
has  to  prove,  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  that  the  defendant  has 
received  "more  than  comes  to  his  just  share  or  proportion,"  and  that 
can  be  determined  only  after  making  the  defendant  all  just  allowances. 
Shepard  v.  Richards,  2  Gray,  424,  427. 

We  are  of  opinion,  further,  that  the  substantive  law  does  not  forbid 
the  allowances  in  question.  It  is  true  that  there  is  no  contract  be- 
tween the  parties.  We  assume  that  the  defendant  could  not  have 
recovered  for  an}*  part  of  his  services  if  he  had  been  the  plaintiff. 
But  when  he  is  asked  to  account,  it  is  plain  that  justice  may  require 
an  allowance  for  the  labor  which  he  has  contributed,  for  the  same 
reasons  on  which  it  is  admitted  that  he  should  be  allowed  for  cash  paid 
out.  If  the  former  item  is  excluded,  it  is  by  an  arbitrary  rule.  No 
such  rule  is  found  in  the  words  of  the  statute.  On  the  contrary,  the 
words  "just  share"  would  imply  that  his  share  is  to  be  determined  by 
justice,  not  by  a  fiction  or  a  technicality.  In  this  Commonwealth  it 
now  is  settled,  that  even  in  the  case  of  a  surviving  partner  continuing 
to  subject  the  assets  of  the  firm  to  the  perils  of  business,  there  is  no 
inflexible  rule  against  allowing  him  for  his  services  if  the  represent- 
atives of  the  deceased  partner  elect  to  take  a  share  of  the  profits. 
Robinson  x.  Simmons,  146  Mass.  167,  176.  A  fortiori  is  this  true  in 
the  case  of  a  cotenancy  of  land,  where  one  tenant  by  his  labor  has 
realized  the  proceeds  in  which  the  others  claim  a  share.  The  same 
principle  applies  to  the  allowance  for  animals  and  utensils.  Shepard  v. 
Richards,  2  Gray,  424,  427  ;  Ruffners  v.  Lewis,  7  Leigh,  720,  738, 
743,  744;  Gai/le  v.  Johnston,  80  Ala.  395,  401,  402.  The  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  in  England  seems  to  be  in  accordance  with  our 
views.     Henderson  v.  Eason,   17  Q.  B.  701,   720,  721. 

If  the  foregoing  allowances  are  made,  the  shares  of  the  profits 
coming  to  the  plaintiffs  are  less  than  their  respective  shares  of  the 
taxes.  It  is  urged  that  in  an}'  event  the  defendant  cannot  recover 
anything  from  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  judge  erred  in  finding  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  for  the  unpaid  proportion  of  taxes.  Unlike 
the  other  items,  the  claim  for  contribution  for  taxes  paid  is  one  which 
can  be  enforced  by  suit  on  the  part  of  the  tenant  who  has  paid  them. 
Dickinson  v.  Williams,  11  Cush.  258  ;  Kites  v.  Church,  142  Mass. 
586.  It  does  not  lose  this  character  by  being  declared  on  in  set-off. 
True,  it  is  brought  into  a  common  account  with  items  which  cannot 
be  recovered  for  except  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  in  order  to  ex- 
tinguish the  plaintiffs  claim,  but  otherwise  it  remains  a  distinct  cause 
of  action.  The  surplus  which  the  defendant  recovers  is  not  the  balance 
of  an  account  most  of  the  items  of  which  cannot  be  recovered  for ;  it 
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is  the  claim  for  taxes  alone,  so  far  as  that  claim  has  not  been  satisfied 
by  the  sum  otherwise  clue  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Looking  at  the  substantive  question  of  policy  involved,  a  majority 
of  the  court  do  not  think  that  it  would  be  just  to  lay  down  an  absolute 
rule  of  law  that  the  expenditures  should  be  marshalled  so  that  the  taxes 
should  be  paid  first  out  of  gross  profits,  and  the  balance  only  applied 
to  the  defendant's  labor,  etc.  This  would  put  a  cotenant  who  had  made 
an  honest  effort  to  improve  the  propcrt}-  at  a  disadvantage  as  compared 
with  one  who  simply  had  let  it  lie  fallow.  In  the  latter  case  the  claim 
fur  taxes  would  be  indisputable.  It  seems  unfair  to  say  that  one  who 
tries  to  make  a  gain  in  which  all  will  share  if  he  succeeds,  necessariby 
shall  be  in  a  worse  position  unless  he  succeeds. 

Exceptions  overruled. 

Ouster.  —  Cases  of  ouster  turn  generally  upon  matters  of  fact. 


SECTION   III. 

PARTITION. 

I  it.  §  247.  Also,  there  is  another  partition.  As  if  there  be  four 
parceners,  and  they  will  not  agree  to  a  partition  to  be  made  between 
them,  then  the  one  may  have  a  writ  of  partitione  facienda  against 
the  other  three,  or  two  of  them  may  have  a  writ  of  partitione  facienda 
against  the  other  two,  or  three  of  them  may  have  a  writ  of  partitione 
facienda  against  the  fourth,  at  their  election. 

Lit.  §  2.30.  Ami  note  that  partition  by  agreement  between  par- 
ceners may  be  made  by  law  between  them,  as  well  by  parol  without 
deed,  as  by  deed. 

Co.  Lit.  169  a.  Here  it  appeareth,  that  not  only  lands  and  other 
things  that  may  pass  by  livery  without  <}n^\.  but  things  also  that  do  lie 
in  grant,  as  rents,  commons,  advOWSOns  and  I  lie  like,  that  cannot  pass 
by  grant  without  deed  whether  they  be  in  one  county  or  in  several 
counties,  may  he  parted  and  divided  by  parol  without  i]va\.  But  a 
partition  between  jointenants  is  not  good  without  <\''i'i\,  albeit  it  he  of 
lands,  and  that  they  be  compellable  to  make  partition  by  the  Statutes 
of  :;i  II.  8,  '•";,.  lo.  and  •">_'  H.  8,  '•"/>.  82,  because  they  must  pursue 
t  by  writ  <f<  partitione  facienda ;  and  a  partition  between  join- 
tenants  without  writ  remains  at  the  OOmmOD  law.  which  COUld  not  he 
done  by  parol.  Ami  so  it  i-  and  \'<>v  the  samO  reason  of  tenants  in 
common.      But  if  two  tenants  in   common   he,  and    they  make    partition 

by  parol,  and  execute  the  .same  in  severalty  by  livery,  this  is 

and  aufflcienl  in  law.    And  therefore  where  books  Bay,  the  jointenants 

made  partition  without  deed,  it  must  be  intended  of  tenants  in  common 
and  executed  by  livery. 
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l.i p.  §  262.  Also,  it'  a  man  be  seised  in  fee  of  a  carve  of  land  by 
fust  title,  and  he  disseise  an  infant  within  age  of  another  carve,  and 
hath  issue  two  daughters,  and  dieth  seised  of  both  carves,  the  infant 
being  then  within  age,  and  the  daughters  enter  and  make  partition,  so 
as  the  one  carve  is  allotted  for  the  part  of  the  one,  as  per  case  to  the 
youngest  in  allowance  of  the  other  earve  which  is  allotted  to  the  pur- 
party  of  the  other,  if  afterward  the  infant,  enter  into  the  carve  whereof 
he  was  disseised  upon  the  possession  of  the  parcener  which  hath  the 
same  earve.  then  the  same  parcener  may  enter  into  the  other  carve 
which  her  sister  hath,  and  hold  in  parcenary  with  her.  But  if  the 
youngest  alien  the  same  carve  to  another  in  fee  before  the  entry  of  the 
infant,  and  after  the  infant  enter  upon  the  possession  of  the  alienee, 
then  she  cannot  enter  into  the  other  carve  ;  because  by  her  alienation 
she  hath  altogether  dismissed  herself  to  have  any  part  of  the  tenements 
as  parcener.  But  if  the  youngest  before  the  entry  of  the  infant  make  a 
lease  of  this  for  term  of  years,  or  for  term  of  life,  or  in  fee  tail  saving 
the  reversion  to  her,  and  after  the  infant  enter,  there  peradventnre 
otherwise  it  is ;  because  she  hath  not  dismissed  herself  of  all  which 
was  in  her,  but  hath  reserved  to  her  the  reversion  and  the  fee,  &c. 

Co.  Lit.  173  b,  174  a.  What  if  the  whole  estate  in  part  of  the  pur- 
party  of  one  parcener  be  evicted  by  a  title  paramount ;  whether  is  the 
whole  partition  avoided,  for  that  Littleton  here  putteth  the  case  that 
the  whole  purparty  of  the  one  is  defeated? 

The  second  question  is,  whether  if  but  part  of  the  state  of  one  co- 
parcener be  evicted,  as  an  estate  in  tail,  or  for  life,  leaving  a  reversion 
in  the  coparcener,  whether  that  shall  avoid  the  partition  in  the  whole? 

To  the  first  it  is  answered,  that  if  the  whole  estate  in  part  of  the 
purparty  be  evicted,  that  shall  avoid  the  partition  in  the  whole,  be  it  of  a 
manor,  that  is  entire,  or  of  acres  of  ground,  or  the  like  that  be  several ; 
for  the  partition  in  that  case  implieth  for  this  purpose  both  a  warranty 
and  a  condition  in  law,  and  either  of  them  is  entire,  and  giveth  an  entry 
in  this  case  into  the  whole.  And  so  hath  it  been  lately  resolved  both 
in  the  case  of  exchange  and  of  the  partition. 

To  the  second,  if  any  estate  of  freehold  be  evicted  from  the  copar- 
cener in  all  or  part  of  her  purparty,  it  shall  be  avoided  in  the  whole. 
As  if  A.  be  seised  in  fee  of  one  acre  of  land  in  possession,  and  of  the 
reversion  of  another  expectant  upon  an  estate  for  life,  and  he  disseise 
the  lessee  for  life  who  makes  continual  claim  ;  A.  dieth  seised  of  both 
acres,  and  hath  issue  two  daughters ;  partition  is  made,  so  as  the  one 
acre  is  allotted  to  the  one,  and  the  other  acre  to  the  other ;  the  lessees 
enter :  the  partition  is  avoided  for  the  whole,  and  so  likewise  hath  it 
been  lately  resolved. 

Yet  there  is  a  diversity  between  the  warranty,  and  the  condition 
which  the  law  createth  upon  the  partition.  Where  one  coparcener 
taketh  benefit  of  the  condition  in  law,  she  defeateth  the  partition  in 
the  whole.  But  when  she  voucheth  by  force  of  the  warranty  in  law  for 
part,  the  partition  shall   not  be  defeated  in  the  whole,  but  she  shall 
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recover  recompense  for  that  part.  And  therein  also  there  is  another 
diversity  between  a  recovery  in  value  by  force  of  the  warranty  upon 
the  exchange  and  upon  the  partition.  For  upon  the  exchange,  he  shall 
recover  a  full  recompense  for  all  that  he  loseth.  But  upon  the  partition 
she  shall  recover  but  the  moiety,  or  half  of  that  which  is  lost,  to  the 
end  that  the  loss  may  be  equal.1 

Lit.  §  290.  Also,  jointenants  (if  they  will)  may  make  partition  be- 
tween them,  and  the  partition  is  good  enough ;  but  the}-  shall  not  be 
compelled  to  do  this  by  the  law  ;  but  if  the}*  will  make  partition  of 
their  own  will  and  agreement,  the  partition  shall  stand  in  force. 

Lit.  §  318.  Also,  tenants  in  common  may  well  make  partition  be- 
tween them  if  they  will,  but  they  shall  not  be  compelled  to  make  parti- 
tion by  the  law  ;  but  if  they  make  partition  between  themselves  by  their 
agreement  and  consent,  such  partition  is  good  enough,  as  is  adjudged 
in  the  book  of  assizes. 

St.  31  Hen.  VIII.  c.  I.2  II.  Be  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  King 
our  most  dread  sovereign  lord,  and  by  the  assent  of  the  Lords  spiritual 
and  temporal,  and  by  the  Commons,  in  this  present  Parliament  assem- 
bled, that  all  joint  tenants  and  tenants  in  common,  that  now  be,  or 
hereafter  shall  be,  of  an}*  estate  or  estates  of  inheritance  in  their  own 
rights,  or  in  the  right  of  their  wives,  of  any  manors,  lands,  tenements 
or  hereditaments  within  this  realm  of  England,  Wales,  or  the  marches 
of  the  same,  shall  and  may  be  coacted  and  compelled,  by  virtue  of  this 
present  Act,  to  make  partition  between  them  of  all  such  manors,  lands, 
tenements  and  hereditaments,  as  they  now  hold,  or  hereafter  shall  hold 
as  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  by  writ  de  participatione 
facxenda^  in  that  case  to  be  devised  in  the  King  our  sovereign  lord's 
Court  of  Chancery,  in  like  manner  and  form  as  coparceners  by  the 
common  laws  of  the  realm  have  been  and  are  compellable  to  do,  and 
the  same  writ  to  be  panned  at  the  common  law. 

III.  Provided  alway  and  be  it  enacted,  that  every  of  the  said  joint 
tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  and  their  heirs,  after  such  partition 
made,  .shall  and  may  have  aid  of  the  other  or  of  their  heirs,  to  the 
intent  to  deraign  the  warranty  paramount,  and  to  recover  for  the  rate, 
as  is  used  between  coparceners  after  partition  made  by  the  order  of 
the  common  law  ;  anything  in  this  Act  contained  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding. 

Etewle,  COT.  for  Title  (6th  e<l),  §§  277-279  ;    W.l^r  v.   Wetter,  5  Watts,  270 
m   v.   Laming,   10  WmtU,  1.35(1840);    Walker  r.  Hall,  16  Ohio,  855 
./.•..    v   Bigntaff,  96  Ky.  896  (1 
•  Tiir  preamble  is  omitted. 
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WILLARD   v.    WILLARD. 

Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.     1892. 

[Reported  145  U.  S.  116.] 

Tnis  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  January  3,  1888,  by  Henry  K.  Willard 
against  Joseph  C.  Willard,  under  the  act  of  August  15,  1876,  c.  297, 
for  partition  of  land  in  the  city  of  Washington,  bounded  on  Penn- 
sylvania Avenue  on  the  south,  Fourteenth  Street  on  the  east,  and 
F  Street  on  the  north,  containing  more  than  33,000  square  feet,  and 
with  the  building  thereon  known  as  Willard's  Hotel. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  were  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
were  the  owners  of  the  land  in  fee  simple,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
each  the  owner  of  an  undivided  half;  that  the  plaintiff  became  and  was 
the  owner  of  his  half  under  a  deed  from  Henry  A.  Willard,  dated 
December  1,  1887,  and  duly  recorded  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  desired  to 
have  partition  of  the  land,  and  to  have  his  share  thereof  set  apart  to 
him  in  severalty  ;  or,  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  land  could  not 
be  specifically  divided  between  the  parties  without  loss  and  injury  to 
them  and  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  land  was  used,  that  for  the  pur- 
poses of  partition  it  might  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  divided  between 
him  and  the  defendant ;  and  he  prayed  for  partition  according]}'. 

The  answer,  filed  March  6,  1888,  alleged  that  the  plaintiff's  father, 
Henry  A.  Willard,  and  the  defendant  were  the  owners  in  fee  simple,  as 
tenants  in  common,  of  the  land  ;  and  that  it  was  of  great  value,  and  for 
the  past  twenty-five  years  and  upwards  had  been  leased  by  Henry  A. 
Willard  and  the  defendant  to  different  persons  for  hotel  purposes,  and 
was  now  under  lease  and  used  as  a  hotel  at  a  remunerative  rental ;  that 
the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  of  the  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
required  proof  thereof;  and  denied  that  the  defendant  should  be  com- 
pelled to  make  or  suffer  partition  of  the  land,  or  that  it  was  within  the 
power  of  the  court  to  deprive  him,  against  his  will  and  without  his  con- 
sent, of  his  interest  and  estate  in  the  whole  land,  either  by  a  partition 
in  severalty  or  by  a  sale  thereof. 

A  general  replication  was  filed,  and  proofs  taken,  which  showed  the 
following  facts :  The  defendant  and  Henry  A.  Willard  made  a  lease  of 
the  land  for  five  years  and  four  months  from  January  1,  1884,  at  an 
annual  rent  of  §20,500,  to  Phoebe  D.  Cook,  which  was  afterwards  as- 
signed, with  the  lessors'  consent,  to  Orrin  G.  Staples.  On  December 
1,  1887,  Henry  A.  Willard  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff  an  undivided  half 
of  the  land,  in  fee  simple,  by  deed  duly  recorded.  The  property  was 
peculiarly  adapted  to  hotel  purposes,  and  was  worth  in  its  present  con- 
dition more  than  §600,000,  and  could  not  be  divided  without  serious 
loss. 

The  court  in  special  term,  on  July  7,  1888,  ordered  a  sale  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress,  and  appointed  trus- 
tees to  make  a  sale  and  conveyance,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  into 
court.     The  decree  was  affirmed  in  general  term,  on  October  22,  1888. 

6  Mackey,  559. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  this  court,  and  assigned  the  following 
errors  in  the  decree : 

"  1st.  The  property  was  under  lease  for  a  term  of  3*ears  at  the  time 
the  bill  was  filed,  and  the  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  possession. 

"2d.  Under  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  15,  1876,  a  tenant  in 
common  has  not  an  absolute  right  to  partition,  but  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  court,  and  something  besides  the  existence  of  the  tenancy 
must  be  averred  and  shown  in  order  to  call  such  discretion  into  exer- 
cise, which  was  not  done  in  this  case." 

Mr.  William  F.  MaMingly,  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Martin  F.  Morris  (with  whom  was  Mr.  G.  E.  Hamilton  on  the 
brief),  for  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Gray,  after  stating  the  case  as  above,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

In  a  court  having  general  jurisdiction  in  equity  to  grant  partition,  as 
in  a  court  of  law,  a  tenant  in  common,  whose  title  in  an  undivided 
share  of  the  land  is  clear,  is  entitled  to  partition,  as  a  matter  of  right, 
so  that  he  may  hold  and  enjoy  his  property  in  severalty.  Story  Eq. 
Jur.  §§  653,  656;  Parker  v.  Gerard,  Ambler,  236;  Calmady  v.  Cal- 
mady,  2  Ves.  Jr.  568;  Wlseley  v.  Findlay,  3  Rand.  361;  Smith  v. 
Smith,   Hoffman  Ch.   506,    and   10  Paige,  470;    Donnell  v.  Mateer, 

7  Iredell  Eq.  94  ;   Campbell  v.  Lowe,  9  Md.  500. 

Under  the  English  statutes  of  31  H.  VIII,  c.  1,  and  32  H.  VIII,  c.  32, 
in  force  in  the  State  of  Maryland  before  1801,  and  therefore  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  any  tenant  in  common  in  fee  might  compel  partition 
at  law  by  division  of  the  estate  held  in  common.  Alexander's  British 
Statutes  in  Maryland,  311,  312,  332;  Lloyd  v.  Gordon,  2  Har.&MeH. 
254  ;  Rev.  Stat.  D.  C.  §  92.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  how  far  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  had  equity  jurisdiction  in 
cases  of  partition  before  the  act  of  Congress  of  August  15,  1876, 
c.  21)7,  because  this  act  expressly  empowers  the  court,  exercising  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  in  equity,  in  its  discretion,  to  compel  all  tenants  in 
common  of  any  estate,  legal  or  equitable,  to  make  or  suffer  partition, 
either  by  division  of  the  estate,  or,  if  it  satisfactorily  appears  that  the 
estate  cannot  be  divided  without  loss  or  injury  to  the  parties  interested, 
then  by  Bale  of  the  estate  ami  division*  of  the  proceeds  among  the  par- 
tics,  according  to  their  respective  rights  and  interests.  19  Slat.  202. 
This  Statute,  While  it  authorizes  the  court  to  compel  a  partition  by 
division  or  by  sale,  at  its  discretion,  as  the  facts  appearing  at  the  hear* 

[ng  may  require,  does  not  affeel  the  general  rule,  governing  every  court, 
of  law  or  equity  having  jurisdiction  to  grant  partition,  that  partition  is 
of  right,  and  not  to  be  defeated  by  the  mere  unwillingness  of  one  party 
to  have  each  enjoy  his  own  in  severalty. 
vol.  vi.  — 30 
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In  equity,  as  at  law,  a  ponding  lease  for  years  is  no  obstacle  to  par- 
tition between  owners  of  the  fee.  Co.  Lit.  46  a,  167a;  Com.  Dig.  Par- 
cener, C.  6  ;  Wilkinson  v.  ./<>/>cnts,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  14;  Jlunt  v.  JIazelton, 
;>  N.  II.  216;  Woodworth  v.  Campbell,  5  Paige,  518;  Thruston  v. 
Mink,,  82  Md.  571  ;  Cook  v.  Webb,  19  Minn.  107.  The  decision  in 
Hunnewell  v.  Taylor,  6  Cush.  472,  cited  by  the  appellant,  was  gov- 
erned by  an  express  statute  of  Massachusetts  authorizing  a  petition 
for  partition  "  by  any  person  who  has  an  estate  in  possession,  but  not 
by  (uie  who  has  only  a  remainder  or  reversion,"  which  was  presently 
modified  by  an  enactment  that  partition  might  be  had  notwithstanding 
the  existence  of  a  lease  of  a  whole  or  part  of  the  estate.  Mass.  Stat. 
1853,  c.  410,  §  1  ;  Gen.  Stat.  c.  136,  §§  3,  67  ;  Pub.  Stat.  c.  178,  §§  3, 
68.  In  Moore  v.  Shannon,  6  Mackey,  157,  there  was  an  outstanding 
life  estate,  so  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  possession  of  the  freehold, 
and  was  therefore  denied  partition.  See  Co.  Lit.  and  Com.  Dig.  ubi 
supra  ;  Evans  v.  Bagshaiv,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  469,  and  L.  R.  5  Ch.  340; 
Broicn  v.  Brown,  8  N.  H.  93. 

The  present  bill,  after  setting  forth  the  titles  in  fee  of  the  parties, 
alleges  that  the  plaintiff  desires  to  have  partition  of  the  land  and  his 
share  set  apart  to  him  in  severalty,  or,  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
this  cannot  be  done  without  injury  to  the  parties  and  to  the  purposes 
for  which  the  land  is  used,  then  by  sale  of  the  land  and  division  of  the 
proceeds,  and  prays  for  partition  accordingly.  The  bill,  following  the 
statute,  and  seeking  partition  in  either  mode,  as  the  court  in  its  discre- 
tion might  think  fit,  is  in  proper  and  sufficient  form.  Any  allegation 
of  special  reasons  for  partition,  or  for  having  it  made  in  one  way  or  in 
the  other,  would  have  been  unusual  and  superfluous.  The  decisions  in 
Maryland,  cited  by  the  appellant,  were  made  under  statutes  authorizing 
partition  only  when  it  would  be  for  the  interest  and  advantage  of  the 
parties  that  the  land  should  be  sold,  and  therefore  held  that  it  must  be 
so  alleged  in  the  petition.  Tomlinson  v.  McKaig,  5  Gill,  256  ;  Mew- 
skaw  v.  Meivshaiv,  2  Md.  Ch.  12. 

This  disposes  of  the  only  errors  assigned  or  argued.  It  is  not  de- 
nied, and  could  not  be,  upon  the  proofs,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  partition,  it  was  rightly  ordered  to  be  made  by  sale,  and  not  by 
division  of  the  estate. 

Decree  affirmed} 

i  Cf.  Culver  v.  Culver,  2  Root,  278  (1795);  Drake  v.  Merlcle,  153  111.  318  (1894); 
Tower  v.  Tower,  141  Ind.  223  (1895). 

Partition  cannot  be  obtained  by  a  plaintiff  having  legal  title  but  not  actual  pos- 
session where  the  property  is  held  by  one  claiming  adversely  to  him.  He  should 
first  establish  his  rights  at  law.  Freem.  Co-ten.  §§  446,  447 ;  Harrison  t.  Interna- 
tional Silver  Co.,  78  Conn.  417  (1905). 
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EBERT  v.   WOOD. 

Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania.     1807. 

[Reported  1  Binn.  216.] 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Common  Picas  of  Fayette  County. 
Wood,  the  plaintiff  below,  brought  an  action  of  partition  against  Ebert, 
to  which  he  pleaded  non  tenent  insimul.  At  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
Wood  gave  in  evidence  a  deed  from  a  certain  John  Lea  to  himself  for 
an  undivided  inoiety  of  the  premises  in  the  declaration,  and  another 
deed  from  the  same  Lea  to  the  defendant  for  the  other  undivided 
moiety.  The  defendant  then  offered  parol  evidence  to  show  that 
Wood  and  himself,  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  had  agreed  to 
make  partition,  and  that  accordingly  they  met  upon  the  ground,  and 
with  the  assistance  of  a  surveyor  mutually  employed  by  them,  they  ran 
and  distinctly  marked  a  line  of  partition,  and  actually  made  division  of 
the  land  by  each  taking  possession  of  the  part  allotted  to  him  by  the 
other,  which  had  beeu  so  held  in  severalty  ever  since.  This  evidence 
was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  sealed,  upon  which 
the  case  was  now  argued. 

.  iddison,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Hoss,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Tiloiim.vn,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  defendant  in  error  brought  an  action  of  partition  against  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  who  pleaded  non  tenent  insimul,  and  thereupon  issue 
was  joined.  On  the  trial  of  the  issue,  Ebert  offered  to  give  evidence  of 
a  parol  partition  having  been  made  by  lines  run  and  marked  on  the 
ground,  and  of  possession  having  been  taken  by  each  part)'  respectively 
according  to  this  partition,  and  the  part  allotted  to  each  having  been 
held  in  severalty  from  the  time  of  the  partition  to  the  time  of  bringing 
the  action.  This  evidence  was  overruled  by  the  court,  upon  which  a 
bill  of  exceptions  was  taken,  and  whether  the  evidence  was  properly 
rejected  is  the  question  now  to  be  decided. 

The  defendant  in  error  contends  that  the  evidence  ought  not  to  have 
been  admitted:  1st,  because  the  partition  was  made  by  parol;  2d,  be- 
cause if  it  had  lieen  in  writing,  it  was  not  admissible  on  the  issue  joined, 

but  ought  to  have  been  specially  pleaded. 
The  firsl  objection  i>  founded  on  the  Ac1  of  Assembly  of  21s1  March, 

1 772,  by  which  a  writing  Is  made  accessary  for  the  passing  of  any  estate 
or  interesl  in  lands.  This  Act  of  Assembly,  bo  far  as  respects  the  point 
under  consideration,  is  in  substance  the  same  aa  the  English  statute  of 
Frauds  and  Perjuries,  In  the  construction  of  which  it  has  been  deter* 
mined  that  specific  execution  <>f  a  parol  agreement  shall  be  decreed  in 
equity,  where  the  agreement  has  hern  carried  into  effeci  in  part  only. 
This  determination  was  founded  on  two  principles:   1st,  that  where  the 
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parties  have  acted  upon  their  agreement,  there  is  no  danger  of  perjury 
in  proving  it :  and  2d,  because  it  is  against  equity  that  a  man  should 
refuse  to  perfect  an  agreement,  from  which  he  had  derived  benefit  by  an 
execution  in  part.  Whether  the  Courts  of  Chancery  have  gone  further 
than  they  ought,  in  thus  indirectly  giving  efficacy  to  a  parol  agree- 
ment concerning  land,  we  do  not  think  ourselves  at  liberty  now  to  in- 
quire :  because  the  principles  I  have  mentioned  have  been  adopted  by 
this  court,  and  long  considered  as  the  law  of  the  land  ;  and  to  question 
tin  in  now  would  shake  many  titles  acquired  under  their  authority.  We 
therefore  think  ourselves  bound  to  say  that  the  evidence  offered  by 
Ebert  ought  to  have  been  received,  unless  it  was  improper  because 
not  applicable  to  the  issue  joined,  which  is  the  second  point  for 
consideration. 

The  plaintiff  below  declared  that  he  and  the  defendant  held  the  land 
together  and  undivided  ;  the  defendant  pleaded  that  they  did  not  hold 
it  together  ;  and  this  was  the  point  of  the  issue.  Now  what  was  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  defendant?  Why,  that  he  and  the  plaintiff  had 
made  partition,  which  was  in  direct  affirmance  of  his  plea,  that  the}' 
did  not  hold  together ;  because  if  they  held  in  severalty,  they  could  not 
hold  together.  The  court  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  evidence 
offered  by  the  defendant  below  ought  to  have  been  received,  and  that 
the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Fayette  County  was  erroneous,  and  must 
be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed.1 


DUNCAN  v.   SYLVESTER. 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Maine.     1839. 

[Reported  16  Me.  388.] 

This  was  a  petition  for  partition,  wherein  the  petitioner  claimed  an 
undivided  moiet}'  of  the  land  described  in  the  petition,  by  virtue  of  a 
conveyance  to  him  by  Abner  Knight,  by  deed  dated  July  19,  1819, 
conveying  to  him  an  undivided  moiety  of  a  tract  of  land  of  which  the 
premises  are  part.     The  respondent  denied  the  seisin  of  the  petitioner. 

At  the  trial  before  Weston,  C.  J.,  the  respondent  offered  to  prove, 
that  one  George  Knight  was  tenant  in  common  with  the  petitioner  by 
virtue  of  a  conveyance  to  him  by  the  same  Abner  Knight,  by  a  deed  of 
warranty  to  him,  dated  July  18,  1817,  of  the  other  undivided  half  of 
the  whole  tract  of  land  ;  that  before  Jul}'  18,  1823,  George  Knight  and 
the  petitioner  made  a  division  of  the  tract  by  metes  and  bounds,  caus- 
ing the  land  to  be  surveyed,  but  the  division  was  merely  by  parol,  no 
deeds  being  exchanged  ;  that  from  the  time  of  the  division  the  petitioner 
and  those  claiming  under  him,  and  said  George  Knight  and  those  claim- 
ing under  him,  have  severally  enclosed,  occupied  and  improved  the  por- 
i  Accord.,  Wood  v.  Fleet,  36  N.  Y.  499  (1867). 
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tion  so  set  off  to  them  respectively;  that  after  the  parol  division,  on 
July  18,  1823,  the  petitioner  conveyed  by  deed  of  warranty  to  Jones 
Shaw,  by  metes  and  bounds,  that  portion  of  the  land  assigned  to  him 
by  the  survey  and  the  parol  petition  as  his  half;  that  George  Knight 
by  his  deed  of  warranty.  June  20,  1833,  conveyed  to  the  respondent, 
bv  metes  and  bounds,  that  portion  of  the  land  which  was  so  set  off  to 
him  as  his  half,  the  last  described  tract  being  that  of  which  partition 
is  claimed  in  this  process ;  and  that  since  the  conveyance  by  George 
Knight  to  the  respondent,  he  had  occupied  the  same  openly,  exclu- 
sively, and  adversely  to  the  petitioner  and  all  others.  A  default  was 
entered  by  consent,  which  was  to  be  taken  off,  if  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  the  evidence  offered  by  the  respondent  would  be  sufficient  to  dis- 
prove the  title  of  the  petitioner,  and  the  case  stand  for  trial ;  otherwise 
judgment  was  to  be  rendered  thereon. 

Akien  and  W.  G.  Crosby,  for  the  respondent. 

Thayer,  for  the  petitioner. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  drawn  up  by 

Weston,  C.  J.  Assuming,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  its  legal 
bearing,  that  the  testimony  offered  by  the  respondent  had  been  received, 
it  appears  that  in  July,  1819,  one  George  Knight  and  the  petitioner 
were  tenants  in  common  of  a  tract  of  land,  of  which  the  part  described 
in  the  petition  was  understood  to  constitute  one-half.  In  July,  1S23, 
Knight  and  the  petitioner  caused  the  whole  to  be  surveyed,  and  there- 
upon made  a  parol  partition  of  the  same  by  metes  and  bounds,  in  pur- 
suance of  which  the  parties  and  those  claiming  under  them,  have  since 
occupied  in  severalty.  In  the  same  month  of  July,  the  petitioner  con- 
veyed, by  a  deed  of  warranty,  the  part  assigned  to  him,  to  Jones  Shaw, 
by  metes  and  bounds.  And  in  June,  18:53,  Knight  also  conveyed,  by 
deed  of  warranty,  the  part  assigned  to  him,  by  metes  and  bounds,  to 
the  respondent. 

Neither  the  parol  division,  nor  the  subsequent  corresponding  occu- 
pation, nor  the  conveyance  by  each  of  the  purparty  assigned  to  him, 
operated  as  an  effectual  legal  partition.  Knight  and  the  petitioner  were 
seised  per  mi  et  per  tout,  and  neither  could  invest  the  other  with  a  sepa- 
rate title  to  a  portion  of  the  tract,  wit  liout  tin-  formality  of  a  deed.  Each 
therefore  may  avoid  the  conveyance  of  the  other,  so  that  it  may  not  in- 
terpose an  obstacle  to  a  just  and  equal  partition.  The  tenancy  in  com- 
mon embracing  the  whole  tract,  neither  can,  by  his  own  act,  exclude 
the  other  from  any  part  of  it.  The  petitioner  has  elected  to  avoid  these 
proceedings,  a-  far  a-  he  can  do  so,  an. I  he  now  claim-  partition  of  that 

which  be  had  assigned  by  parol  to  his  co-tenant 

The  Statute  authorizes  partition  to  be  mad.'  between  those  who  are 
interested  in  the  estate,  and  requires  that  all  persons  so  interested 

BDOUld  bo   notified.      Knight    has   the   same    Interesl    in    the  part,  which 

the  petitioner  conveyed  to  Shaw,  as  the  petitioner  has  in  the  pari  con- 
ed  bv  Kllighl    to   the   respondent  ;    and    both  Shaw  and   tie'   respon- 
dent are  Interested  in  that  part  of  the  estate,  which  may  finally  inure 
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to  them,  by  force  of  the  estoppel,  arising  from  the  deeds  to  them  re- 
spectively. Vctrnum  v.  Abbott  et  <//*.,  \2  Mass.  R.  474.  The  respon- 
dent therefore  having  an  interest  in  the  land,  and  being  privy  in  estate 
with  Knight,  lias  the  same  right  to  require  that  in  the  partition,  the 
conveyance  made  by  the  petitioner  should  be  disregarded,  as  the 
petitioner  has  to  insist,  that  the  conveyance  made  by  Knight  should 
be  disregarded.  The  result  is.  that  to  make  the  partition  legal  and 
effectual,  it  should  be  made  of  the  whole  tract,  And  this  is  the  reason 
why  conveyances  made  by  one  co-tenant  of  a  part  in  severalty,  or  of 
his  interest  in  a  part,  may  be  avoided  by  the  other  co-tenants,  when 
they  take  measures  to  effect  partition  at  law.  It  is  a  violation  of  this 
principle  to  attempt  to  do  it  piecemeal.  If  two  are  tenants  in  common 
of  an  hundred  acres  of  land,  eligible  for  the  site  of  a  village,  and  each 
sells  in  severalty  a  few  small  house  lots,  constituting  but  a  small  pro- 
portion of  what  each  is  entitled  to,  it  would  be  most  inconvenient  to 
sustain  a  separate  petition  for  partition  of  each  of  these  small  lots.  In 
such  case  the  co-tenant,  who  petitions,  should  describe  and  aver  his 
interest  in  the  whole  tract,  and  it  would  then  be  eas}-,  as  it  would  be 
most  equitable  and  just,  for  the  commissioners  to  make  partition  in  such 
a  way  as  to  quiet  the  several  grantees  of  each. 

In  Miller  v.  Miller  et  al,  13  Tick.  237,  it  was  decided  by  the  court, 
"  as  a  well-settled  rule  of  law,  that  a  tenant  in  common  cannot  enforce 
partition  of  a  part  of  the  common  tenement,  by  metes  and  bounds." 
And  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  default  must  be  taken  off;  and  if  the 
petitioner  would  maintain  his  process,  he  must  so  amend,  as  to  include 
the  whole  tract.  And  if  upon  the  appointment  of  the  commissioners, 
they  should  find  the  former  partition  just  and  equal,  as  there  is  much 
reason  to  believe  they  will,  they  will  make  it  in  the  same  manner;  the 
(fleet  of  which  will  be  to  vest  the  title  in  the  respective  grantees  in 
severalty,  by  estoppel.  And  in  this  mode,  the  attempt  of  the  petitioner, 
after  having  enjoyed  and  actually  sold  one  half  of  the  land,  to  get  away 
a  part  of  the  residue  may  and  should  be  defeated.1 

1  See  Porter  v.  Hill,  9  Mass.  34  (1812).  Contra,  Eaton  v.  Tallmadge,  24  Wis. 
217  (1869). 

As  to  the  nature  of  a  partition  deed,  see  Harrington  v.  Rawls,  1.31  N.  C.  39  (1902) ; 
Cottrtll  v.  Gritfiths,  108  Tenn.  191  (1901);  67  Lawyers'  Hep.  Annot.  332,  note. 
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HALL   o.  PIDDOCK. 
New  Jersey  Court  of  Chancery.     1871. 

[Reported  6  C.  E.  Green,  311.] 
The  argument  of  this  cause  was  had  upon  the  bill,  answer    and 
proofs. 

Mr.  L.  ZabrisJcie,  for  complainant. 
Mr.  G.  A.  Allen,  for  defendants. 

The  Chancellor.  [Hon.  Abraham  0.  Zabriskie.]  The  object  of 
the  bill  in  this  case  is  to  restrain  partition  proceedings  commenced  at 
law,  and  for  an  equitable  partition  in  this  court.  Courts  of  law  have 
jurisdiction  of  partition,  as  well  as  courts  of  equity,  and  when  proceed- 
ings have  been  commenced  at  law  the  tribunal  must  retain  the  juris- 
diction, and  a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  with  it,  unless  such 
interference  becomes  necessary  to  protect  some  party  thereto  from 
fraud  or  wrong,  or  to  secure  to  him  some  clear  right  which  the  law 
tribunal,  from  the  manner  of  proceeding  before  it,  cannot  secure.  For 
such  purpose  courts  of  equity,  in  exercising  one  of  their  principal  func- 
tions, which  is  to  remedy  injustice  occasioned  by  the  strict  rules  of  the 
law  and  the  manner  of  proceeding  in  courts  of  law,  will  interfere  to 
prevent  a  failure  of  justice  and  loss  of  rights. 

In  this  case  the  complainant  is  tenant  in  common  with  the  defend- 
ants, of  an  acre  of  land  partly  covered  with  buildings,  situate  in  the 
county  of  Hunterdon,  of  which  he  owns  three-fourths,  and  the  defend- 
ants one-fourth.  He  claims  that  the  buildings  on  the  land  were  creeled 
by  those  under  whom  he  derives  his  title  to  the  three-fourths,  and  that 
no  part  were  erected  by  the  defendants,  or  those  under  whom  they 
obtained  title. 

The  land  belonged  to  Abraham  Van  Horn,  who  died  in  1818.  He 
devised  it  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  then  to  trustees  for  his  son  Matthew 
for  his  life,  and  at  the  death  of  Matthew  to  his  four  sons.  The  widow, 
Matthew,  and  three  of  his  sons,  conveyed  the  land  to  Abraham  L. 
Voorhis  covenanting  that  the  fourth  son,  George,  should  convey,  when 
of  age.  Abraham  L.  Voorhis  conveyed  to  1).  Sanderson,  who  supposed 
that  the  title  was  perfect,  and  erected  some  buildings  ;  Sanderson  con- 
veyed  to  John  Hall,  who  supposed  the  title  good,  erected  other  build- 
ings al  considerable  expense,  and  kept  a  hotel  in  the  mansion-house 
built  by  him  on  the  premises.  There  were  no  improvements  on  the 
premises  when  conveyed  to  Abraham  L.  Voorhis.  In  L865  Matthew 
,li, .,l,  :ind  on  the  l  si  of  April  of  that  year  his  Bon  George  conveyed  his 
fourth  to  the  defendants.  Hall,  believing  bis  title  good,  denied  their 
right,  which  they  established  by  bringing  an  ejectment  The  defend- 
ants then  applied  to  the  Chief  Justice  for  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners to  divide,  under  the  Statute   for  the   mure  easy  partition  of 
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lands :  and  such  proceedings  were  had  on  that  application,  that  an 
order  for  sale  was  made  before  the  complainant  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  proceedings.     The  regularity  and  legality  of  these  proceedings  are 

not  denied. 

These  facts  stated  in  the  lull  are  all  admitted  by  the  answer,  except 
the  allegation  of  the  complainant,  that  he  and  those  under  whom  he 
claims  supposed  that  they  had  good  title  to  the  whole  of  the  premises. 
Upon  this  point  much  evidence  has  been  taken.  But  as  this  question, 
in  the  view  I  take  of  the  matter,  is  not  material  to  the  decision,  I  shall 
not  review  this  evidence. 

The  rule  that  a  tenant  in  common,  who  has  made  improvements  on 
the  land  held  in  common,  is  entitled  to  an  equitable  partition,  is  well 
established,  and  is  hardly  disputed  by  counsel.  The  only  good  faith 
required  in  such  improvements  is  that  they  should  be  made  honestby 
for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  property,  and  not  for  embarrassing 
his  co-tenants,  or  encumbering  their  estate,  or  hindering  partition. 
And  the  fact  that  the  tenant  making  such  improvements  knows  that  an 
undivided  share  in  the  land  is  held  by  another,  is  no  bar  to  equitaMe 
partition.  No  other  want  of  good  faith  is  alleged  or  contended  for  by 
the  defendants  in  this  cause. 

The  peculiarities  of  an  equitable  partition  are  :  that  such  part  of  the 
land  as  maybe  more  advantageous  to  any  part}' on  account  of  its  prox- 
imity to  his  other  land,  or  for  any  other  reason,  will  be  directed  to  be 
set  off  to  him  if  it  can  be  done  without  injury  to  the  others ;  that  when 
the  lands  are  in  several  parcels  each  joint  owner  is  not  entitled  to  a 
share  of  each  parcel,  but  only  to  his  equal  share  in  the  whole  ;  that 
where  a  partition  exactly  equal  cannot  be  made  without  injury,  a  gross 
sum  or  yearly  rent  may  be  directed  to  be  paid  for  oweltj'  or  equality  of 
partition,  by  one  whose  share  is  too  large,  to  others  whose  shares  are 
too  small ;  and  that  where  one  joint  owner  has  put  improvements  on 
the  property,  he  shall  receive  compensation  for  his  improvements, 
either  b}-  having  the  part  upon  which  the  improvements  are,  assigned 
to  him  at  the  value  of  the  land  without  the  improvements,  or  b}1  com- 
pensation directed  to  be  made  for  them. 

The  doctrine  as  to  allowance  for  improvements  is  laid  down  by  Jus- 
tice Story  in  1  Eq.  Jur.  §  655.  It  was  recognized  and  acted  on  by  the 
English  Court  of  Exchequer  in  equity,  in  Sicati  v.  /Swan,  8  Price,  518  ; 
by  the  courts  of  New  York,  in  Townx.  Needham,  3  Paige,  553;  St. 
Felix  v.  Rankin,  3  Edw.  Ch.  323  ;  Conklin  v.  Conklin,  3  Sandf.  Ch. 
65,  and  Green  x.  Putnam,  1  Barb.  S.  C.  500;  and  by  this  court,  in 
Brookfield  x.  Williams,  1  Green's  Ch.  341;  Obertx.  Obert,  1  Halst. 
Ch.  397,  and  Doughaday  v.  Crowell,  3  Stockt.  201. 

In  Green  x.  Putnam  and  Brookfield  v.  Williams,  as  in  this  case,  the 
improvements  were  made  by  tenants  in  common  in  reversion  during 
the  previous  life  estate,  which  was  held  no  bar  to  the  allowance.  And 
in  St.  Felix  v.  Rankin,  Conklin  v.  Conklin,  Doughaday  v.  Crowell, 
Town   v.   Needham,  and   Brookfield  v.   Williams,   the  complainants 
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were  the  parties  claiming  the  allowance  ;  and  the  allowance  in  these 
cases  was  not  made,  on  the  principle  that  a  party  asking  relief  in  equity 
must  first  do  what  is  equitable  himself. 

In  making  the  partition  in  this  case,  if  any  can  be  made  without 
great  injury,  the  share  or  one-fourth  to  be  allotted  to  the  defendants 
must,  if  practicable,  be  set  o If  from  such  part  of  the  premises  as  has  no 
improvements  upon  it  or  improvements  of  small  value,  and  must  be 
equal  in  value,  without  improvements,  to  one-fourth  of  what  would  be 
the  value  of  the  whole  tract  if  it  had  no  improvements  upon  it. 

I  am  not  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  this  tract  cannot  be  par- 
titioned in  this  manner  without  great  injury.  The  report  of  the  com- 
missioners appointed  by  the  Chief  Justice,  and  his  action  in  confirming 
it,  do  not  affect  the  question  as  res  adjudicata.  There  the  direction 
was  to  divide  the  whole  premises,  including  the  buildings,  into  four 
equal  shares,  and  to  assign  one  share  by  lot  to  each  of  the  original  ten- 
ants in  common.  I  am  satisfied  that  the  premises  could  not  be  divided 
in  that  manner  without  great  prejudice  to  the  owners. 

In  examining  the  map  annexed  to  the  answer,  I  see  that  the  north- 
east side  fronts  on  a  public  road,  and  that  on  the  northwest  side  of  the 
tract  a  lot  of  ninety  feet  in  front,  with  a  depth  which  might  be  extended 
to  two  hundred  and  forty-five  feet,  being  nearly  one-half  of  the  whole 
tract,  lias  upon  it  only  a  granary  and  a  shed.  If  these  are  of  small 
value,  their  value  might  be  disregarded  by  consent  of  the  complainant ; 
or  if  they  are,  as  seems  probable,  buildings  that  can  be  removed  without 
much  loss,  the  right  to  remove  them  within  a  reasonable  time  might  be 
reserved  to  the  complainant.  Coupled  with  the  right  in  equity  to  allow 
a  proper  amount  as  owelty  to  equalize  the  partition,  the  evidence, 
which  consists  mainly  of  the  opinions  of  witnesses  without  regard  to 
these  matters,  does  not  convince  me  that  a  partition  cannot  be  made 
without  great  injury. 

It  must,  therefore,  be  referred  to  a  master,  to  inquire  into  and  report 
what  would  be  the  value  of  the  whole  tract  if  no  improvements  had 
been  made  upon  it.  and  whether  some  part  of  the  tract  upon  which  no 
improvements  have  been  made,  or  only  improvements  of  small  value, 
or  that  can  be  removed  without  material  loss,  cannot  be  set  off,  which 
will  be,  without  improvements,  equal  in  value  to  one-fourth  of  the  value 
of  the  whole  tract  so  ascertained  ;  or  whether  such  part  cannot  be  set 
off  in  that  manner  by  allowing  or  charging  a  reasonable  .sum  for  owelty  ; 

and  whether  such  partition  can  be  made  without  great  prejudice  to  the 
Owners  of  the    property.      And  further   to   inquire   into   :uid  report  what 

is  the  present  value  of  the  premises  with  the  improvements  now  stand- 
ing on  them,  and  also  what  has  been  the  yearly  net  value  of  the  prem- 
rom  April   l-t,  1865,  when  the  defendants  acquired  their  tide  to 
the  one-fourth  of  it. 

The  defendants  are  entitled  to  such  portion  of  the  fourth  of  the  net 
proceeds  of  the  premises  as  belongs  to  the  land.  The  proper  way  to 
ascertain  and   apportion  that,  is  to  give  to  the   land   such  proportion 
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of  the  whole  net  yearly  value,  as  the  value  of  the  land  bears  to  the 
value  of  the  whole  premises,  and  to  award  one-fourth  of  it  to  the 
defendants. 

If  it  shall  appear  that  the  premises  cannot  be  divided  in  the  manner 
directed,  a  sale  must  be  ordered,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  a 
proper  allowance  made  for  the  value  of  the  improvements  put  upon 
the  premises.  The  part  of  the  proceeds  to  be  allowed  for  the  improve- 
ments must  be  such  proportion  as  the  value  of  the  improvements,  that 
is  the  excess  of  the  value  of  the  whole  over  the  value  of  the  land,  hems 
to  the  value  of  the  whole  premises.  The  cases  of  Conklin  v.  Conklin 
and  Green  v.  Putnam,  are  authority  for  such  allowance  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale.  In  the  last  case,  Justice  Paige  says:  "  Where  one 
tenant  in  common  lays  out  money  in  improvements  on  the  estate,  a 
court  of  equity  will  not  grant  a  partition  without  first  directing  an 
account  and  suitable  compensation,  or  else  in  the  partition  it  will  assign 
to  such  tenant  in  common  that  part  of  the  premises  on  which  the  im- 
provements have  been  made."  And  he  directs  a  reference  to  inquire 
into  the  value  of  the  buildings,  and  by  whom  paid  for,  and  the  amount 
of  rents  and  profits,  and  by  whom  received,  so  that  in  case  a  sale 
should  be  ordered  the  proper  allowance  might  be  made. 

The  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  the  defendants  in  the  proceed- 
ings for  partition  begun  by  them,  must  be  allowed  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  sale ;  those  proceedings  were  authorized  by  Statute,  and  were 
arrested  by  this  court  in  order  that  more  full  equity  might  be  done 
between  the  parties  than  could  be  done  at  law.1 


MARKS   v.   SEWALL. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1876. 

[Reported  120  Mass.  174.] 

Appeal  by  David  L.  Marks  from  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court 
accepting  the  report  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  make  partition 
of  the  real  estate  of  Moses  B.  Sewall,  deceased,  and  confirming  and 
establishing  the  partition. 

At  the  hearing,  before  Morton,  J.,  it  appeared  that  Moses  B.  Sewall 
died  in  March,  1872,  seised  of  the  following  among  other  parcels  of 
real  estate:  A  lot  of  vacant  land  on  High  Street,  Boston,  containing 
1875  square  feet,  valued  at  807,500,  and  a  lot  of  land  with  buildings 
thereon  on  Monument  Avenue,  Charlestown,  containing  3177  square 
feet,  valued  at  812,500. 

1  See  Ford  v.  Knapjt,  102  N.  Y.  135  (1836)  ;  Scott  v.  Guernsey,  48  N.  Y.  106  (1871) ; 
Ward  v.  Ward's  Heirs,  40  W.  Va.  Gil  (1895).  Cf.  Uusband  v.  Aldrich,  135  Mass. 
317  (1883). 
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Sewall  left  as  bis  heirs  four  daughters,  Mary  F.  "Wales,  vrife  of  T.  C. 
Wales,  Annie  L.  Sewall,  Linnie  P.  Sewall  and  Lilla  M.  Sewall,  and 
two  sons,  Charles  H.  Sewall  and  George  P.  Sewall.  Charlestown 
became  a  part  of  Boston,  by  annexation,  on  January  1,  1874. 

Charles  II.  Sewall,  on  February  1,  1873,  mortgaged  to  David  L. 
Marks  an  undivided  sixtli  part  of  the  estate  on  High  Street,  Boston, 
the  same  being  described  by  mutes  and  bounds,  as  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  note  for  810,000,  payable  in  five  years  from  date,  with 
interest  quarterly,  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  on  the 
same  date  Marks  executed  an  instrument  recorded  with  the  mortgage, 
wherein  he  recited  the  mortgage  and  declared  that  the  note  and  mort- 
gage were  held  by  him  in  trust  that  Charles  II.  Sewall  should  pay  him 
for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  Ellen  M.  Sewall,  wife  of  Charles 
H.,  and  daughter  of  said  Marks,  and  for  the  support  and  maintenance 
of  the  infant  daughter  of  Charles  II.  and  Ellen  M.  Sewall,  during  their 
lives  or  the  life  of  either  of  them,  the  sum  of  8700  per  annum,  in  quar- 
terly payments,  and  to  secure  to  Mrs.  Sewall  the  care  and  custody  of 
their  child. 

On  April  22,  1874,  the  Probate  Court  appointed  commissioners  to 
make  partition  of  all  the  real  estate  of  Moses  B.  Sewall,  which  any 
party  interested  should  require  to  have  included  in  the  partition  among 
the  heirs  aforesaid,  and  they  reported  as  follows:  "Whereas  the  said 
lot  of  land,  Bitaated  on  High  Street  in  the  cit}-  of  Boston,  is  of  greater 
value  than  the  share  of  either  party,  and  cannot  in  our  judgment  be 
divided  without  damage  to  the  owners,  and  whereas  George  P.  Sewall, 
Mary  F.  Wales,  Annie  L.  Sewall,  Linnie  P.  Sewall  and  Lilla  M.  Sewall 
are  willing  to  have  said  lot  of  land  set  off  to  them  together,  and  to  pay 
to  Charles  II.  Sewall  such  sum  of  money  as  may  be  awarded  :  we  have 
set  off  and  assigned  to  the  said  George  P.  Sewall,  Mary  F.  Wales, 
Annie  L.  Sewall,  Linnie  P.  Sewall  and  Lilla  M.  Sewall,  the  said  lot  of 
land  situated  on  High  Street,  in  said  city  of  Boston,  to  be  held  by 
them  in  common,  but  separate  from  the  share  of  Charles  II.  Sewall, 
and  we  have  awarded  that  they  shall  pay  to  tiie  said  Charles  II.  Sewall 
the  sum  of  $5883.33  to  make  the  partition  just  and  equal.  And  we 
have  set  off  and  assigned  to  the  said  Charles  II.  Sewall  said  lot  of  land, 
situated  in  that  pari  of  said  city  of  Boston  which  was  recently  the  city 
of  Charlestown,  Charles  II.  Sewall  to  receive  from  the  said  George  I'. 
Sewall.  .Mary  F.  Wales,    Annie    I,.    Sewall,  Linnie    1'.  Sewall   and  Lilla 

M.  Sewall,  the  sum  of  $5833  38,  to  make  the  partition  jusl  and  equal." 
I  sir  reporl  was  accepted,  November  11,  1874,  and  the  partition  con- 
firmed and  established.  Prom  this  decree  David  L.  Marks  appealed, 
ami  a>>i_rned  the  following  reasons : 

••  Because  tin-  decree  did  not  set  offto  said  Marks  his  interest  in  the 

High  Streel  estate,  or  award  payment  in  money  therefor;  and  because 

the  moncv  awarded  by  the  commissioners  had  not  been  paid  t<>  said 
Marks,  be  being  entitled  thereto,  or  Secured  to  his  satisfaction,  or  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Probate  Court." 


.'.  - 
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It  appeared  thai  the  heirs  to  whom  the  High  Street  estate  was  set 
off  were  able  to  pay  the  value  of  Charles  II.  Sewall's  interest  therein, 
in  case  partition  of  that  estate  by  itself  should  be  made,  the  entire 
estate  Bet  Off  to  them,  and  it  should  be  awarded  that  the  value  of 
Charles  11.  Sewall's  interest  should  be  paid  in  money.  Further  it  ap- 
peared that  Charles  II.  Sew  all  had  refused  and  still  refused  to  agree  to 
the  substitution  of  any  other  security  on  the  note  given  by  him  to  Marks. 

Upon  these  facta  the  judge  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court, 
and  upon  request  of  Marks,  reported  the  case  for  the  consideration  of 
the  full  court. 

JR.  M.  M  brse,  Jr.,  for  the  appellant. 

E.  L.  Barney,  for  Charles  11.  Sewall. 

J.  7i\  Bullard,  for  the  other  appellees. 

Devens,  J.  It  is  conceded,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  a  tenant 
in  common,  as  against  his  co-tenants,  cannot  convey  his  interest  in  a 
speeilied  parcel  of  the  lands  held  in  common.  Adam  v.  Briggs  Iron 
Co.,  7  Cush.  361,  and  authorities  cited.  It  is,  however,  argued  that,  as 
when  the  conveyance  was  made  by  Charles  H.  Sewall,  it  purported  to 
convey  his  interest  in  the  High  Street  estate,  which  was  all  the  land 
then  lying  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  and  that  as  it  was  then  in  the 
power  of  the  judge  of  probate  to  have  issued  a  separate  warrant  and 
caused  a  separate  partition  to  have  been  made  of  the  lands  lying  in 
that  county,  (Gen.  Sts.  c.  13G,  §  50,)  the  conveyance  may  here  be 
treated  as  valid  against  the  co-tenants.  But  it  was  in  the  power  of 
the  Probate  Court  then,  by  one  commission,  to  have  made  partition  of 
all  the  real  estate  lying  within  the  State,  (Gen.  Sts.  c.  136,  §  48,)  and 
at  the  time  when  the  commission  was  actually  issued,  both  parcels 
which  were  to  be  divided  had,  by  the  annexation  of  territory  of  Charles- 
town,  become  a  part  of  the  county  of  Suffolk.  The  mere  fact  that,  but 
for  the  occurrence  of  this  latter  contingency,  the  Probate  Court  could 
have  divided  the  lands  of  the  deceased  by  separate  commissions, 
does  not  entitle  the  appellant  to  claim  that  he  would  then  have  had, 
or  that  he  now  has,  a  right  to  have  the  High  Street  estate  separately 
divided. 

If,  as  against  the  co-tenants,  the  mortgage  made  by  Charles  II. 
Sewall  is  invalid,  the  court  should  not  refuse  to  confirm  the  decree  for 
partition.  While  the  court  may,  for  sufficient  reason,  set  aside  the 
return  of  the  commissioners  and  recommit  the  case,  (Gen.  Sts.  c.  136, 
§  74,)  yet  the  reason  for  so  doing  should  be  because  there  is  some 
objection  to  the  return  as  made,  and  not  because  one  might  be  made 
which  would  facilitate  other  proceedings  before  another  tribunal  by  the 
appellant  against  Sewall.  If,  treating  the  mortgage  as  invalid,  the 
partition  is  a  fair  and  just  one,  it  should  be  confirmed. 

Nor.  if  the  partition  is  thus  confirmed,  is  the  appellant  entitled  to 
have  the  sum  of  $5833.33  (which  is  the  amount  in  money  to  be  paid  to 
Charles  II.  Sewall)  first  paid  or  secured  to  him.  It  is  a  part  indeed  of 
the  proceeds  of  that  portion  of  his  inheritance  which  Sewall  assumed 
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to  convey  to  the  appellant ;  but  if  the  mortgage  be  invalid  as  to  them, 
the  co-tenants  have  the  right  here  to  have  the  partition  confirmed 
without  regard  to  any  relations  which  may  exist  between  Sewall  and 
the  appellant.  Decree  affirmed.1 


BARNES   v.   LYNCH. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.      1890. 
[Reported  151  Mass.  510.] 

Petition  for  partition  of  a  parcel  of  land  in  Lawrence.  The  case 
was  submitted  to  the  Superior  Court,  and,  after  judgment  for  the  re- 
spondents, to  this  court,  on  appeal,  on  agreed  facts,  which  appear  in 
the  opinion. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  bar  in  November,  1889,  and  afterwards 
was  submitted  on  the  briefs  to  all  the  judges,  except  Morton,  C.  J. 

B.  B.  Jones,  for  the  petitioners. 

C.  U.  Bell,  (J.  R.  Poor  with  him, )  for  the  respondent  Lynch. 

Devests,  J.  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  senior,  died  seised  of  four  dis- 
tinct parcels  of  land  in  Lawrence,  which  descended  to  his  four  children. 
Soon  after  his  death  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  one  of  his  sons, 
erroneously  claiming  title  in  severalty  to  all  these  parcels,  conveyed 
three  of  them  to  different  persons.  The  title  thus  claimed  by  Benjamin 
G.  Boardman,  junior,  was  founded  upon  a  purchase  of  these  four  par- 
cels at  a  tax  sale,  which  sale  has  been  declared  void  by  a  recent  de- 
cision of  this  court.  Barnes  v.  Boardman^  149  Mass.  106.  The 
grantee  of  one  of  the  parcels  thus  conveyed  by  Benjamin  G.  Boardman, 
junior,  one  Ilarrigan,  conveyed  the  same  to  the  respondent  Lynch, 
who  purchased  it  in  good  faith.  The  petitioners  in  their  petition  for 
partition  in  the  case  at  bar  are  the  children  and  heirs  of  Charles  W., 
one  of  the  sons  of  Benjamin  (i.  Boardman,  senior,  who  have  brought 
separate  petitions  for  the  partition  of  these  four  separate  parcels.  The 
respondents  in  this  petition  are  Lynch,  who  claims  under  one  of  the 
deeds  from  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  and  the  heirs  or  devisees 
of  the  two  other  children  of  Benjamin  <:.  Boardman,  senior.  None  of 
the  respondents  objeel  to  the  partition  of  the  parcel  in  question  except 
Lynch,  and  the  questions  presented  are  whether  he  can  object  that  par- 
tition of  all  the  four  parcels  of  the  land  which  descended  to  the  chil- 
dren of  Benjamin  <l.  Boardman,  senior,  as  tenants  in  common,  is  not 
soughl  in  this  proceeding,  and  whether  this  petition  can  be  maintained 
againsl  him  for  partition  of  this  single  parcel.  The  deed  from  Benjamin 
(;.  Boardman,  junior,  under  which  Lynch  claims,  purported  to  convey 
the  whole  of  the  parcel  described  therein,  and   the  contention  of  the 

petitioners    is   in   substance    that    they   may,  without    recognizing   its  full 

i  so  Stewart  r.  Allegheny  Nat    Bank,  101   Pa,  849  (1882)     Bui  tee  Whittm   v. 

117,,.,.  .       i  f   Huffman  f.  D  I  bid  22  (1899). 
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validity  as  an  operative  conveyance,  recognize  it  to  the  limited  extent 
of  conveying  the  interest  of  Benjamin  (J.  Boardman,  junior,  in  the  par- 
cel therein  described,  and  that  Lynch  may  thus  be  treated  as  their 
COtenant  in  this  parcel  only. 

That  a  deed  of  a  portion  of  the  common  land  by  metes  and  bounds, 
even  whore  it  is  composed  of  separate  parcels,  may  be  treated  as  void 
bv  the  other  cotenants,  is  well  settled.  Nor  can  a  tenant  in  common  en- 
force partition  of  a  part  of  the  common  land  situate  in  the  same  count}', 
except  by  consent  of  all  the  cotenants.  Jlartlet  v.  Harlow,  12  Mass. 
848;  Varnum  v.  Abbot,  12  Mass.  471;  Miller  v.  Miller,  13  Tick. 
237  ;  Blossom  v.  Brightman,  21  Pick.  283,  284  ;  Marks  v.  Seirall,  120 
Mass.  174,  177.  The  cotenants  must  either  treat  the  deed  of  the 
separate  parcel  to  Lynch  as  good,  or  must  avoid  it.  If  it  is  treated  by 
them  as  good,  then  Lynch  is  entitled  to  the  parcel  it  undertakes  to  con- 
vey. If  they  avoid  it,  they  have  no  further  concern  with  Lynch,  but 
must  proceed  against  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  for  a  division  of 
the  whole  common  land.  They  cannot  treat  the  deed  as  good  to  the  ex- 
tent of  conveying  the  interest  of  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  in  the 
specified  parcel,  and  thus  make  Lynch  their  cotenant  in  a  distinct  por- 
tion of  the  common  land.  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  had  no 
more  right  to  convey  his  interest  in  such  a  parcel  than  the  parcel  itself, 
nor  did  he  undertake  to  do  so. 

If,  as  the  result  of  a  partition  between  the  other  cotenants  and  Ben- 
jamin G.  Boardman,  junior,  the  lot  of  land  conveyed  to  Lynch  shall  be 
assigned  to  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  then  the  conveyance  made 
by  him  might  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  against  him.  Varnum  v. 
Abbot,  12  Mass.  474.  "Whether  such  a  partition  will  be  made  is  indeed 
uncertain,  but  Lynch  is  entitled  to  the  chance  that  it  may  be  made,  and 
that  thus  he  may  be  invested  with  a  title. 

The  petitioners  have  brought  a  separate  petition  for  partition  of  the 
lot  unconveyed  by  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior,  and  separate  peti- 
tions for  partition  of  each  of  three  several  lots  conveyed  by  him.  It 
may  be  that  the  four  lots  are  of  equal  value  ;  if  so,  it  is  not  just  that 
the  other  cotenants  should  be  allowed  to  prevent  Lynch  or  the  other  in- 
dividual grantees  from  having  the  interest  of  Benjamin  G.  Boardman, 
junior,  in  the  unconveyed  parcel  considered  in  the  division ;  nor  should 
it  in  this  way  be  retained  for  him.  Yet  such  would  be  the  probable 
effect  of  the  course  proposed.  It  may  be  that  the  lots  are  of  very  un- 
equal value,  and  that  the  unconveyed  parcel  is  worth  much  more  than 
the  parcels  conveyed,  perhaps  three  or  four  times  as  much.  If  so, 
a  partition  might  be  made  which  would  assign  to  Benjamin  G.  Board- 
man,  junior,  the  three  parcels  which  he  has  conveyed  separately.  It  is 
not  an  answer  to  say,  that,  in  a  petition  for  partition  of  the  whole  es- 
tate held  by  the  tenants  in  common,  the  respondent  Lynch  could  not 
be  heard.  The  conveyances  made  by  Benjamin  G.  Boardman,  junior, 
were  made  erroneously,  by  reason  of  a  supposed  title  distinct  from  that 
of  the  tenants  in  common.     It  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  will  desire  to 
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see  justice  done  his  grantees  as  far  as  possible  in  the  division,  and  cer- 
tainly that  he  will  not  seek  to  bold  on  to  the  sbare  of  the  fourth  parcel 
which  bis  cotenants  would  leave  him,  as  against  tbe  conveyances  made 
b}"  him.  While  partition  is  to  be  made  with  reference  to  the  rights  of 
cotenants,  there  is  no  reason  wh}-,  these  being  fully  regarded,  it  should 
not  be  made  so  as  to  protect  those  who  may  be  protected  and  benefited 
incidentally.  Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and  Partition,  §  205.  When  an 
estate  in  common  consists  of  several  parcels,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
there  should  be  assigned  to  each  cotenant  a  share  in  each  parcel. 
Hagar  v.  Wiswall,  10  Pick.  152.  It  is  possible,  certainly,  that  in 
the  partition  so  made  Lynch  will  not  receive  as  much  as  the  petitioners 
propose  to  allot  to  him,  or  that,  if  a  separate  parcel  is  assigned  to  Ben- 
jamin G.  Boardtnan,  junior,  in  the  partition,  it  will  be  one  other  than 
that  in  which  Lynch  is  interested.  This  is  a  matter  which  he  must 
consider.  He  has  a  legal  right  that  the  tenants  in  common  shall  recog- 
nize the  deed  as  valid  which  purported  to  convey  to  him  by  metes  and 
bounds  a  parcel  of  the  common  estate,  or  that  they  should  treat  it  as 
invalid  and  deal  only  with  his  grantor,  leaving  to  Lynch  such  remedies 
as  he  may  have. 

In  Bigelow  v.  Littlefield,  52  Maine,  24,  the  precise  question  here  dis- 
cussed was  passed  upon,  and  it  was  there  held  that,  where  partition 
of  real  estate  is  to  be  enforced  by  legal  process,  the  partition  of  the 
whole  tract  held  in  common  must  be  petitioned  for  at  the  same  time, 
that  one  tenant  in  common  could  not  enforce  partition  of  a  part  only  of 
the  common  estate,  and  that  a  conveyance  by  a  tenant  in  common  of  a 
part  only  of  the  land  thus  held  would  not  authorize  a  cotenant  to  en- 
force partition  of  such  part  against  the  grantee,  leaving  the  rest  of  the 
estate  anpartitioned.  In  that  case  a  husband  and  wife  were  cotenants; 
the  husband  conveyed  to  one  Hilton  (who  afterwards  conveyed  a  por- 
tion thereof  to  one  Littlefield)  a  certain  tract  of  the  common  estate 
by  metes  :ui<l  bounds,  for  a  full  consideration,  and  the  wife  then  peti- 
tioned for  a  partition  of  the  tract  thus  conveyed.  It  is  there  said,  that, 
if  the  petitioner  had  asked  to  have  the  whole  estate  partitioned,  the 
title  of  the  respondents  could  have  been  protected  by  setting  off  to  the 
husband  the  part  of  the  land  held  by  them,  leaving  to  the  wife  the  re- 
mainder ;  or  if  the  land  conveyed  to  the  respondents  was  more  than 
the  husband's  portion,  the  title  of  the  respondents  could  be  protected 
to  the  extent  of  the  husband's  interest  in  tbe  whole  tract.  This  case 
QOl  differ  in  principle  from  that  at  bar;  indeed,  if  Lynch  were  the 
only  grantee,  it  would  be  precisely  parallel.  While  in  the  case  at  bar, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  other  cases,  there  is  more  than  one 
grantee  and  one  tract  of  land,  and  while  there  may  l>e  less  chance  that 
all  will  in-  protected,  and  some  may  and  some  may  nol  be,  the  grantees 
have  the  right  that  the  whole  share  of  Benjamin  ('•■  Boardtnan, junior, 

in  the  common   estate,   lie    considered    in   any   partition,   and   that    they 

should  not  be  required  to  limit  themselves  to  bis  proportion  of  the  three 
tracts  which  he  assumed  to  convey  in  severalty.     The  cotenants  should 
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not  be  permitted  to  divide  the  common  estate  into  parcels,  and  then 
Beek  partition  of  some  of  these  parcels  only. 

It  is  a  minor  matter,  but  not  unworthy  of  notice,  that  the  proceedings 
initiated  by  the  cotenants  require  four  distinct  suits,  with  their  at- 
tendant costs  and  expenses,  whereas,  if  one  had  been  brought  without 
reference  to  the  deeds  to  Lynch  and  others,  the  whole  matter  would 
have  been  settled  by  ft  single  petition.  For  the  reasons  stated,  a  ma- 
jority of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  entry  should  be, 

Petition  dismissed} 


KENNEDY   v.    BOYKIN. 

Supreme  Court  of  South  Carolina.     1892. 

[Reported  35  5.  C.  61.] 

McIver,  C.  J.2  The  object  of  this  action  is  to  obtain  partition  of 
certain  real  estate  in  the  County  of  Kershaw,  which  formerly  belonged 
to  Burwell  Boykin,  and  was  by  his  will  given  to  his  three  sons, 
Thomas  L.  Boykin,  John  Boykin,  and  Eugene  Boykin,  upon  the  death 
of  their  mother,  charged  with  the  payment  of  certain  legacies  to  their 
sisters.  The  mother  having  died  and  the  two  sons,  John  and  Eugene, 
having  died  intestate,  and  the  legacies  to  the  daughters  having  been 
provided  for,  the  time  for  partition  of  the  land  has  arrived,  and  the 
purpose  now  is  to  obtain  partition  amongst  Thomas  L.  Boykin,  in  his 
own  right  and  as  heir  at  law  of  his  mother  and  of  his  two  deceased 
brothers,  and  the  other  heirs  at  law  of  these  parties.  There  is  no  con- 
test between  the  co-tenants  as  to  their  shares  or  as  to  their  right  to 
partition,  and  it  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  share  of  Thomas  L. 
Bovkin  in  the  land  remaining  for  partition  is  41-90  thereof. 

The  only  controversy  is  between  certain  mortgage  creditors  of 
Thomas  L.  Boykin.  Of  these  there  are  three  practically,  though  there 
seems  to  have  been  another  mortgage  to  Charlotte  Taylor,  assigned  to 
A.  II.  II.  Stuart,  which,  however,  is  not  represented  in  this  case,  and 
not  having  been  considered  by  the  court  below,  is  not  before  us.  Of 
the  three  mortgages  which  are  to  be  considered,  the  oldest  is  a  mort- 
gage to  Louis  D.  DeSaussure,  which,  though  assigned  to  the  defend- 
ants, Pelzer,  Rodgers  &  Co.  and  A.  B.  Rose,  as  trustee,  will,  for  the 
sake  of  convenience,  be  designated  as  the  DeSaussure  mortgage.  The 
next  in  date  is  a  mortgage  to  the  defendants,  Witte  Bros.  The  last  in 
date  is  a  mortgage  to  the  defendant,  J.  A.  Armstrong.  The  DeSaussure 
mortgage  purports  to  be  a  mortgage  on  823  acres  of  land,  described 
by  metes  and  bounds.  The  Witte  mortgage  purports  to  be  a  mortgage 
on  2,000  acres  of  land,  more  or  less,  likewise  described  by  metes  and 
bounds,  which,  it  seems  to  be  conceded,  does  not  embrace  any  of  the 

i  See  Grady  v.  Maloso,  92  Wis.  666  (1896). 
2  Only  part  of  the  opinion  is  given. 
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823  acres  covered  by  the  DeSaussure  mortgage ;  but  in  the  record  of 
this  mortgage,  doubtless  through  an  error  of  the  recording  officer,  the 
quantity  of  land  covered  by  the  mortgage  is  stated  as  200,  instead  of 
2,000  acres,  more  or  less.  And  the  Armstrong  mortgage  purports  to 
be  a  mortgage  on  the  undivided  interest  of  Thomas  L.  Boykin  in  the 
lands  of  Harwell  Boykin,  deceased.  Such  other  facts  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  a  proper  understanding  of  the  questions  raised  by  this  appeal 
may  be  gathered  from  the  masters  reports  and  the  decree  of  his  honor. 
Judge  Hudson,  which  should  be  incorporated  in  the  report  of  this 
case,  as  well  as  from  the  previous  case  of  JJoykin  v.  But/kin,  21  S.  C. 
513. 

The  Circuit  Judge  held  that  the  823  acres  covered  by  the  DeSaussure 
mortgage  was  not  the  separate  property  of  Thomas  L.  Boykin,  held 
by  him  under  a  parol  gift  from  his  father,  as  contended  for  by  the 
present  holders  of  that  mortgage  ;  that  as  to  the  amount  due  on  that 
mortgage,  the  master  was  right  in  reducing  the  rate  of  interest  from 
15  to  7  per  cent  on  the  mortgage  after  the  settlement  between  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  on  the  1st  March,  1873,  when  the  balance  then 
due  on  the  mortgage  debt  was  ascertained;  that  in  the  partition,  equity 
would  require  that  the  823  acres  covered  by  the  DeSaussure  mortgage 
should  be  allotted  to  Thomas  L.  Coykin,  so  as  to  render  the  security 
of  the  mortgage  available,  provided  the  same  can  be  done  without 
prejudice  to  the  other  co-tenants  and  without  injury  to  the  other 
mortgagees  ;  that  as  to  the  mistake  in  the  record  of  the  Witte  mort- 
gage, the  holders  thereof  are  not  to  suffer  by  the  error  of  the  recording 
officer,  but  any  loss  which  may  occur  by  reason  of  such  error  must 
fall  upon  the  subsequent  purchaser  or  creditor.  But  in  this  particular 
case,  there  being  no  error  in  the  record  as  to  the  boundaries,  that  was 
sufficient,  notwithstanding  the  mistake  in  quantity,  to  affect  subsequent 
purchasers  or  creditors  with  notice,  and  therefore  he  concurs  witli  the 
master  in  holding  that  the  Witte  mortgage,  as  against  Armstrong,  is 
good  for  the  2,000  acres;  that  Witte  Bros,  have  an  equity  to  have  the 
2,000  acres  covered  by  their  mortgage,  or  at  least  so  much  thereof  as 
will  amount  to  his  share,  allotted  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  in  the  partition, 
provided  the  same  can  be  done  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the 
other  co-tenants  and  the  holders  of  the  senior  mortgage  to  DeSaussure; 
that,  if  it  is  possible,  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  other  co- 
tenants,  to  allot  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  the  828  acres  and  the  2,000 
.  then  the  DeSaussure  mortgage  would  be  a  valid  lien  on  U-90 
of  the  828  acres  and  the  Witte  mortgage  would  be  a  valid  lien  on 
•11    '.hi  of  the   2,000  acre>;    thai    if  a  sale   should   be  necessary  in  order 

bet  partition,  then  41-90  of  what  the  823  acres  would  bring, 
should  be  applied  to  the  DeSaussure  mortgage,  and  n  no  of  what 
the  2,000  acres  would  bring  should  he  applied  to  the  Witte  mortgage, 

and  41-90  Of  what  any  other   lands   that   Thomas    I..   Boykin's   interest 

would  cover  should  be  applied  to  the  Armstrong  mortgage;  and  that 

a  writ  of  partition,   according  to  the  usual  practice  of  the  court,   do 
vol..  vi.  —  37 
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issue,  containing  directions  to  carry  out  as  far  as  practicable  the  views 
above  announced. 

From  this  decree  each  of  the  mortgage  creditors  except  Witte  Bros. 
appeal  upon  the  several  grounds  set  out  in  the  record,  which  should 
likewise  be  embraced  in  the  report  of  this  case.  Without  stating  these 
grounds  specifically  here,  we  will  proceed  to  state  what  we  understand 
to  be  the  several  questions  presented  thereby: 

1st.  Whether  there  was  error  in  reducing  the  rate  of  interest  on 
the  debt  secured  by  the  DeSaussure  mortgage  from  15  to  7  per  cent 
per  annum. 

2d.  Whether  there  was  error  in  holding  that  if  upon  partition  in 
kind,  the  823  acres  be  allotted  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  as  his  share,  the 
DeSaussure  mortgage  would  be  a  lien  only  on  41-90  thereof. 

3d.  Whether  there  was  error  in  holding  that  if  the  land  be  sold, 
then  only  41-90  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  823  acres  should  be 
applied  to  that  mortgage. 

4th.  Whether  there  was  any  error  in  the  ruling  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  mistake  in  the  record  of  the  Witte  mortgage. 

5th.  Whether  there  was  error  in  not  holding  that  the  Witte  mort- 
gage was  void  for  uncertainty  in  the  description  of  the  lands  covered 
thereby. 

6th.  Whether  there  was  error  in  ascertaining  the  amount  due  on 
the  DeSaussure  mortgage. 

As  to  the  first  and  sixth  questions,  which  are  more  questions  of 
fact  than  of  law,  we  agree  to  the  conclusions  reached  by  the  Circuit 
Judge  for  the  reasons  given  by  him,  and  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to 
add  anything  to  what  he  has  said. 

As  to  the  second  question,  we  think  there  was  error  in  holding  that 
if  the  823  acres  covered  by  the  DeSaussure  mortgage  should  be 
allotted  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  on  the  partition  as  his  share  of  the 
common  property,  the  lien  of  that  mortgage  would  extend  only  to 
41-90  of  the  823  acres.  There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  at  the  time 
these  several  mortgages  were  given,  Thomas  L.  Boykin  supposed  that 
he  had  a  good  title  in  severalty  to  all  of  the  land,  as  the  survivor  of 
his  two  brothers,  John  and  Eugene  ;  and  this  doubtless  continued  to 
be  his  impression  until  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Boykin 
v.  Boykiri  (21  S.  C.  513),  was  rendered  on  the  10th  of  October,  1884. 
When,  therefore,  Thomas  L.  Boykin  executed  the  DeSaussure  mort- 
gage, he  must  be  regarded  as  intending  in  good  faith  to  give  a  lien 
on  the  whole  of  the  823  acres,  which  he  supposed  at  the  time  he  had 
a  full  right  to  do.  But  when  it  was  ascertained  that  Thomas  L. 
Boykin  was  only  entitled  to  an  undivided  interest  in  the  whole  of  the 
land,  which  seems  to  be  conceded  is  the  41-90  thereof,  it  does  not  by 
any  means  follow  that  the  lien  extends  only  to  that  proportion  of  the 
823  acres,  after  they  have  been  allotted  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  as  his 
share  of  the  whole  property.  His  intention  was  to  give  a  lien  on  every 
foot  of  the  823  acres,  and  although  that  intention  may  be  either  entirely 


SECT.  III.]  KENNEDY   V.    BOYKIN.  579 

oT  partially  defeated  by  the  failure  to  allot  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
the  823  acres  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  as  his  share  of  the  common  prop- 
erty, yet  if  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  823  acres  should  be  allotted  to 
Thomas  L.  Boykin  on  the  partition  as  his  share  of  the  common  prop- 
erty, we  see  no  reason  why  his  intention  should  not  be  carried  out  by 
extending  the  lien  to  such  portion  of  the  823  acres,  whether  it  be  a 
part  or  the  whole,  as  may  be  allotted  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  as  his 
share  of  the  common  property.  Indeed,  we  think  the  question  is 
practically  decided  adversely  to  the  view  taken  by  the  Circuit  Judge 
in  the  case  of  Young  v.  Edwards,  33  S.  C.  404  ;  for  although  that 
was  a  case  of  an  absolute  conveyance  by  deed,  and  this  is  a  case  of  a 
mortgage,  yet  we  think  that  the  equitable  principles  upon  which  that 
decision  rested  are  equally  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  mortgage. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  where  a  tenant  in  common  gives  a 
mortgage  on  a  specific  part  of  the  common  property,  describing  it  by 
metes  and  bounds,  under  a  belief  that  he  owned  the  same  in  severaltv, 
the  mortgagee  has  an  equity  to  require,  when  partition  is  sought  by 
the  other  co-tenants,  that  it  shall  be  so  made  as  to  allot  the  specific 
portion  covered  by  the  mortgage  as  the  share  of  the  mortgagor,  and 
thereby  save  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  provided  this  run  be  done  without 
prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  other  co-tenants ;  and  this  equity,  where 
there  are  several  successive  mortgages,  inures  to  each  mortgagee  in 
the  order  of  the  dates  of  the  several  mortgages.  This  is  upon  the 
maxim,  Qui  prior  est  tempore  potior  est  jure,  as  well  as  upon  the  well 
recognized  doctrine  that  where  a  mortgagor  has  made  several  successive 
sales  of  portions  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  the  mortgagee  comes 
for  foreclosure,  the  property  must  be  sold  in  the  inverse  order  of  the 
sales  made  by  the  mortgagor.  Norton  v.  Lewis,  3  S.  C.  25;  Lynch 
v.  Hancock,  11  Id.  66;  Warren  v.  Raymond,  17  Id.  1G3.  It  seems 
to  us,  therefore,  that  the  holders  of  the  DeSaussure  mortgage  have 
•the  first  equity,  of  course,  subordinate  to  the  rights  of  the  other  co- 
tenants,  to  require  that  either  the  whole  of  the  823  acres  or  so  much 
thereof  as  ma}'  be  necessary  to  pay  their  debt  be  allotted  to  Thomas 
L.  Boykin  as  his  share  of  the  common  property  ;  and  that  Witte  Bros, 
have  a  similar  equity  to  require  that  so  much  of  the  land  covered  by 
their  mortgage  as  may  be  necessary  to  pa}-  their  debt  shall  be  allotted 
to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  as  his  share  of  the  common  property,  provided 
the  same  can  be  done  without  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the  other 
co-tenants,  and  without  prejudice  to  the  superior  equity  of  the  holders 
of  the  senior  mortgage.  The  same  principles  would  apply  to  the 
Armstrong  mortgage,  which  being  junior  to  the  other  two,  must  take 
rank  in  enforcing  its  equities  according  to  its  date. 

This  brings  us  to  the  third  question,  which  is  really  disposed  of  by 

what  wc  have  said  in  considering  the  second  question;  for  the  same 

equitable  principles  should  Apply,  ami  the  same  priorities  be  preserved 
in  case  of  a  sale,  as  in  case  of  a  partition  in  kind,  as  far  as  the  same 
is  practicable.      It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  if  a  sale  becomes  neces- 
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sar\ -.  the  property  should  be  divided,  provided  the  same  can  be  done 
without  prejudice  to  the  interests  of  the  other  co-tenants,  so  that  the 
Bpccific  portions  covered  by  the  DeSaussure  and  Witte  mortgages  may 
be  sold  separately,  and  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  823  acres, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  the  balance  due  on  the 
DeSaussure  mortgage,  provided  the  same  does  not  exceed  the  share 
of  Thomas  L.  Boykin  in  the  common  propert}',  be  applied  to  the 
extinguishment  of  the  DeSaussure  mortgage,  and  that  if  any  balance 
should  then  remain  due  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin,  so  much  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  property  covered  by  the  Witte  mortgage  as  may  be 
necessary  shall  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt  secured  by 
the  Witte  mortgage,  provided  the  amount  so  applied  shall  not  exceed 
the  share  of  Thomas  L.  Boykin  in  the  common  property;  and  if  there 
should  be  still  any  balance  due  to  Thomas  L.  Boykin  on  account  of  his 
share  of  the  common  property,  such  balance  to  the  extent  necessary 
for  the  purpose  shall  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Armstrong 
mortgage,  and  the  remainder,  if  any,  shall  be  paid  to  Thomas  L. 
Boykin.  If,  however,  it  shall  prove  to  be  impracticable  for  the  prop- 
erty to  be  sold  in  parcels  as  above  indicated  without  prejudice  to  the 
lights  and  interests  of  the  other  co-tenants,  whose  superior  rights 
must  in  all  contingencies  be  respected,  it  will  then  be  for  the  court  to 
devise  some  other  scheme  for  the  preservation,  as  far  as  possible,  of 
the  respective  rights  of  the  several  parties,  upon  the  principles  above 
indicated  as  far  as  they  can  be  practically  applied.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  modified  in  this 
respect  so  as  to  conform  to  the  principles  herein  announced. 

Messrs.  W.  D.  Trantham  and  J.  D.  Dunlap,  for  J.  A.  Armstrong, 
appellant. 

Mr.  II.  A.  De  Saussure,  for  Pelzer,  Rodgers  &  Co.  and  A.  B.  Rose, 
trustee. 

Messrs.  Buist  &  Buist  and  J.  T.  Hay,  for  Witte  Bros.,  respondents. 

Joint  Ownership  in  Personal  Pkoperty.  —  Persona,!  property  maybe  held  jointly 
or  in  common.  There  is  of  course  no  interest  corresponding  to  coparcenary  in  real 
estate.  A  conveyance  of  personal  property  to  two  or  more  simply  makes  them  joint 
owners  ;  l>ut  there  are  special  rules  as  to  partners  and  the  owners  of  ships.  The  modern 
-  which  declare  that  a  conveyance  to  two  or  more  shall  presumptively  he  taken 
to  create  a  tenancy  in  common,  have  sometimes  no  application  to  personal  property. 

Each  joint  owner  or  owner  in  common  of  a  chattel  personal  has  a  right  to  the  posses* 
Bion,  and  do  action  of  trespass  or  trover  lies  against  him  at  the  suit  of  his  co-owner  for 
taking  or  keeping  possession  of  it. 

But  I.  It  seems  that  trespass  will  lie  by  an  owner  in  common  of  a  chattel  personal 
against  his  co-tenant  for  the  destruction  of  the  chattel.     See  Co.  Lit.  200  a. 

II.  Trover  lies  at  the  suit  of  an  owner  in  common  of  a  chattel  personal  against  his 

r  for  so  dealing  with  the  chattel  as  to  render  any  future  use  of  the  chattel  by 
the  plaintiff  impossible.     See,  for  example,  Nccdham  v.  Hill,  127  Mass.  133(1879). 
re  collected  Freem.  Co-ten.  §§  30C,  307,  312-318. 

III.  Whether  a  sale  of  a  chattel  personal  by  an  owner  in  common,  who  represents 
himself  as  the  sole  owner  ami  professes  to  pass  the  title  to  the  whole  chattel,  be  a  con- 
version, is  a  question  which  has  been  much  mooted.  The  weight  of  authority  in  the 
United  States  is  in  the  affirmative.     See  the  cases  collected  in  Freem.  §§  308-311. 
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IV.  If  there  are  owners  in  common  of  chattels  of  the  same  quality  and  readily  divisi- 
ble, such  as  grain,  it  is  commonly  held  in  America  that  one  of  them  may  claim  the 
right  to  take  his  share,  and  if  he  is  refused,  may  maintain  trover,  — see  2  Kent  Com. 
(12th  ed.)  365,  note  1  ;  Freem.  §  252  ;  Lobdell  v.  Stovxtt,  51  N.  Y.  70  (1372),  —  or  even 
replevin,  Young  v.  Miles,  20  Wis.  615(1866) ;  Piazzek  v.  White,  23  Kans.  621  (1880). 

There  is  no  mode  of  obtaining  partition  of  chattels  personal  at  law,  unless  replevin  of 
grain,  &c.  (see  IV.  supra),  be  so  considered.  A  bill  in  equity  for  partition  of  personal 
chattels  is  allowed  at  the  present  day  in  many  of  the  States  ;  the  first  time  such  a  bill 
was  sustained  seems  to  have  been  Smith  v.  Smith,  4  Rand.  95  (1S26).  See  Freem. 
§  426. 


BOOK    XIII. 

CURTESY    AND    DOWER, 


CHAPTER    I. 
CURTESY. 

Lit.  §  35.  Tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  England  is,  where  a  man 
taketh  a  wife  seised  in  fee  simple  or  in  fee  tail  general,  or  seised  as  heir 
in  tail  especial,  and  hath  issue  by  the  same  wife  male  or  female  born 
alive,  albeit  the  issue  after  dieth  or  liveth,  yet  if  the  wife  dies,  the  hus- 
band shall  hold  the  land  during  his  life  by  the  law  of  England.  And 
he  is  called  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  England,  because  this  is  used  in 
no  other  realm  but  in  England  only. 

And  some  have  said,  that  he  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtes}',  un- 
less the  child,  which  he  hath  by  his  wife,  be  heard  cry  ;  for  by  the  cry  it 
is  proved,  that  the  child  was  born  alive.     Therefore  qncere. 

Co.  Lit.  29  a.  "Taketh  a  wife  seised."  And  first  of  what  seisin  a 
man  shall  be  tenant  b}-  the  curtesy.  There  is  in  law  a  twofold  seisin, 
viz.  a  seisin  in  deed,  and  a  seisin  in  law,  whereof  more  shall  be  said 
sect.  [448],  and  G81.  And  here  Littleton  intendeth  a  seisin  in  deed,  if 
it  may  be  attained  unto.  As  if  a  man  dieth  seised  of  lands  in  fee 
simple  or  fee  tail  general,,  and  these  lands  descend  to  his  daughter, 
and  she  taketh  a  husband  and  hath  issue,  and  dieth  before  any  entry, 
the  husband  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  yet  in  this  case  she 
had  a  seisin  in  law ;  but  if  she  or  her  husband  had  during  her  life 
entered,  he  should  have  been  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  A  man  seised  of 
an  advowson  or  rent  in  fee  hath  issue  a  daughter  who  is  married,  and 
hath  issue,  and  dieth  seised,  the  wife,  before  the  rent  became  due  or 
the  church  became  void,  dieth,  she  had  but  a  seisin  in  law,  and  yet  he 
shall  be  tenant  by  the  curtes}-,  because  he  could  by  no  industry  attain 
to  any  other  seisin.  Et  impotentia  excusat  legem}  But  a  man  shall 
not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  a  bare  right,  title,  use,  or  of  a  reversion, 
or  remainder  expectant  upon  any  estate  or  freehold  unless  the  par- 
ticular estate  be  determined  or  ended  during  the  coverture. 

Co.  Lit.  29  b.  If  lands  be  given  to  a  woman  and  to  the  heirs  males 
of  her  body,  she  taketh  a  husband,  and  hath  issue  a  daughter  and 
i  See  Eager  v.  Furnivall,  17  Ch.  D.  115  (1881). 
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dieth,  be  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy ;  because  the  daughter 
by  no  possibility  could  inherit  the  mother's  estate  in  the  land ;  and 
therefore  where  Littleton  saith,  issue  by  his  wife  male  or  female,  it  is 
to  be  understood,  which  b}-  possibility  may  inherit  as  heir  to  her  mother 
of  such  estate.  ...  If  a  man  seised  of  lands  in  fee  hath  issue  a 
daughter,  who  taketh  husband  and  hath  issue,  the  father  dieth,  the 
husband  enters,  he  shall  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  albeit  the  issue  was 
had  before  the  wife  was  seised.  And  so  it  is  albeit  the  issue  had  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  her  father  before  any  descent  of  the  land,  yet  shall 
he  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  If  a  woman  seised  of  lands  in  fee  taketh 
husband,  and  by  him  is  big  with  child,  and  in  her  travail  dieth.  and  the 
child  is  ripped  out  of  her  body  alive,  yet  shall  he  not  be  tenant  by  the 
curtes}-,  because  the  child  was  not  born  during  the  marriage,  nor  in 
the  life  of  the  wife,  but  in  the  mean  time  her  land  descended,  and  in 
pleading  he  must  allege,  that  he  had  issue  during  the  marriage. 

••  Iiorn  alive."  If  it  be  born  alive  it  is  sufficient,  though  it  be  not 
heard  cry ;  for  peradventure  it  may  be  born  dumb.  And  this  is  re- 
solved clearl}-  in  Pai/ie's  Case,  ubi  sujira.  For  the  pleading  (as  hath 
been  said)  is,  that  during  the  marriage  he  had  issue  by  his  wife,  and 
upon  that  point  the  trial  is  to  be  had,  and  upon  the  evidence  it  must  be 
proved  that  the  issue  was  alive,  for  mortuus  exitus  non  est  exitus,  so 
as  the  crying  is  but  a  proof  that  the  child  was  born  alive,  and  so  is 
motion,  stirring,  and  the  like. 

Co.  Lit.  30  a.  By  the  custom  of  gavelkind  a  man  ma}-  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  without  having  of  any  issue. 

"  Albeit  the  issue  after  dieth  or  liveth."  And  therefore  if  a  woman 
tenant  in  tail  general  taketh  a  husband,  and  hath  issue,  which  issue 
dieth,  and  the  wife  dieth  without  any  other  issue,  yet  the  husband  shall 
be  tenant  by  the  curtes}-,  albeit  the  estate  in  tail  be  determined,  because 
he  was  entitled  to  be  tenant  per  legem  AnglicB  before  the  estate  in  tail 
was  spent,  and  for  that  the  land  remaineth.  But  if  a  woman  maketb 
a  _rit't  in  tail,  ami  reserve  a  rent  to  her  and  to  her  heirs,  and  the  donor 
taketli  a  husband  and  hath  issu...  and  the  donee  dieth  without  issue, 
the  wife  dieth,  the  husband  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the 
rent,  for  that  the  rent  newly  reserved  is  by  the  act  of  God  determined, 
and  no  state  thereof  remaineth.  lint  if  a  man  be  seised  in  fee  of  a 
nut  and  maketb  a  gift  in  tail  general  to  a  woman,  she  taketh  husband 
ainl  hath  issue,  the  issue  dieth,  the  wile  dieth  without  issue,  he  shall  be 
tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the  rent,  because  the  rent  remaineth.  The 
diversity  appeareth. 

"  If  the  wife  dies  the  husband  shall  bold  the  land,  Ac."     Four  things 

do  belong  to  an   estate   of  tenancy  by  the   curtesy,  viz.  marriage,  seisin 

of  the  wife,  Issue,  and  death  of  the  wife,  But  it  is  not  requisite  that 
these  should  concur  together  all  al  one  time.     And  therefore,  [f  a  man 

taketh  a  woman  seised  of  lands  in  fee,  ami  is  disseised,  and  then  have 
Issue,  and  the  w rife  die,  be  shall  enter  and  bold  by  the  curtesy.     So  if  he 

hath  issue  which  dieth  before  the  descent,  OS  Ifl  aforesaid. 
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And  albeit  t ho  state  be  not  consummate  until  the  death  of  the  wife, 
yet  the  Btate  hath  such  a  beginning  after  issue  had  in  the  life  of  the 
wife  as  is  respected  in  law  for  divers  purposes. 

First,  alter  issue  had,  he  shall  do  homage  alone,  and  is  become 
tenant  to  the  lord,  and  the  avowry  shall  he  made  only  upon  the  husband 
in  the  life  oi'  the  wife,  as  shall  be  said  hereafter  when  we  come  to  the 
apt  place.  Secondly,  if  after  issue  the  husband  maketh  a  feoffment  in 
fee,  and  the  wife  dieth,  the  feoffee  shall  hold  it  during  the  life  of  the 
husband,  and  the  heir  of  the  wife  shall  not  during  his  life  recover  it  in 
stir  oil  in  vita  ;  for  it  could  not  be  a  forfeiture,  for  that  the  estate  at 
the  time  of  the  feoffment  was  an  estate  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
initiate  and  not  consummate.  And  it  is  adjudged  in  29  E.  3,  that  the 
tenant  by  the  curtesy  cannot  claim  by  a  devise,  and  waive  the  state  of 
his  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  because,  saith  the  book,  the  freehold  com- 
menced in  him  before  the  devise  for  term  of  his  life. 

Lit.  §  hi.  And  memorandum,  that  in  every  case  where  a  man 
taketh  a  wife  seised  of  such  an  estate  of  tenements,  &c.  as  the  issue, 
which  he  hath  bj-  bis  wife,  may  by  possibility  inherit  the  same  tene- 
ments of  such  an  estate  as  the  wife  hath,  as  heir  to  the  wife  ;  in  this 
case,  after  the  decease  of  the  wife,  he  shall  have  the  same  tenements 
by  the  curtes}'  of  England,  but  otherwise  not. 

Co.  Lit.  40  a.  If  a  man  taketh  a  wife  seised  of  lands  or  tenements 
in  fee,  and  bath  issue,  and  after  the  wife  is  attainted  of  felony  so  as 
the  issue  cannot  inherit  to  her,  yet  be  shall  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
in  respect  of  the  issue  which  he  had  before  the  felony,  and  which  Im- 
possibility might  then  have  inherited.  But  if  the  wife  had  been 
attainted  of  felony  before  the  issue,  albeit  be  hath  issue  afterward,  he 
shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtes}-. 

Lit.  §  90.  Note,  none  shall  do  homage  but  such  as  have  an  estate 
in  fee  simple,  or  fee  tail,  in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  right  of  another. 
For  it  is  a  maxim  in  law,  that  he  which  hath  an  estate  but  for  term  of 
life,  shall  neither  do  homage  or  take  homage.  For  if  a  woman  hath 
lands  or  tenements  in  fee  simple,  or  in  fee  tail,  which  she  holdeth  of 
her  lord  by  homage,  and  taketh  husband,  and  have  issue,  then  the 
husband  in  the  life  of  the  wife  shall  do  homage,  because  he  hath  title 
to  have  the  tenements  by  the  curtes}-  of  England  if  he  surviveth  his 
wife,  and  also  he  holdeth  in  right  of  his  wife.  But  if  the  wife  dies 
before  homage  done  by  the  husband  in  the  life  of  his  wife,  and  the 
husband  holdeth  himself  in  as  tenant  by  the  curtes}-,  then  he  shall  not 
do  homage  to  his  lord,  because  he  then  hath  an  estate  but  for  term 
of  life. 

Co.  Lit.  67  a.  "  He  which  hath  an  estate  but  for  term  of  life."  A 
parson  or  vicar  of  a  church,  that  hath  a  qualified  fee,  and  yet  to  many 
intents  upon  the  matter  but  an  estate  for  life,  can  neither  receive  hom- 
age nor  do  homage,  as  a  bishop,  an  abbot,  or  an}'  such  like,  that  hath 
a  foe  absolute  may.  So  if  a  man  and  his  wife  be  seised  in  fee  of  a 
seigniorv  in  the  right  of  his  wife,  the  husband  shall  not  receive  homage 
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alone,  but  he  and  his  wife  together.  But  if  the  husband  in  that  case 
hath  issue  by  his  wife,  then  he  shall  receive  homage  alone  during  the 
life  of  his  wife,  and  the  reason  is,  because  he  by  having  of  issue  is 
entitled  to  an  estate  for  term  of  his  own  life,  in  his  own  right,  and  yet 
is  seised  in  fee  in  the  right  of  his  wife,  so  as  he  is  not  a  bare  tenant  for 
life.  But  if  his  wife  die,  then  he  hath  only  but  an  estate  for  life,  and 
then  he  cannot  receive  homage.  Yet  tenant  for  life  or  years  of  a 
seigniory  shall  have  ward,  marriage,  and  relief,  and  shall  suppose  that 
the  tenant  died  in  the  fealty  of  the  pi.  Fieri possunt  homagia  libero 
homini  tarn  musculo  quam  fcemincB,  tarn  majori  quam  minori,  tarn 
clerico  quam  laico. 

"And  have  issue,  then  the  husband  in  the  life  of  the  wife  shall  do 
homage."  The  reason  hereof  is  rendered  before,  and  also  that  after 
the  death  of  his  wife  he  being  but  a  bare  tenant  for  life  shall  do  no 
homage  ;  for  regularly  it  is  true,  that  he  that  cannot  receive  homage  in 
respect  of  the  weakness  of  his  estate  in  the  seigniory,  shall  not  do 
homage,  if  he  hath  a  like  estate  in  the  tenancy. 


DE  GREY  v.   RICHARDSON. 
Chancery.     1747. 

[Reported  3  Atk.  469.] 

The  first  bill  was  brought  by  the  executors  of  Hardwicke  Sewell  to 
establish  bis  will,  and  tbe  trusts  thereof.  The  second  bill  states,  that 
by  virtue  of  a  settlement  made  in  1699,  on  the  marriage  of  the  father 
and  mother  of  Hardwicke  Sewell,  and  in  1703,  the  estates  therein 
mentioned  descended  on  him  as  their  son  and  heir  in  tail,  that  on  the 
27th  of  November,  1712,  be  died  without  issue,  and  upon  his  death  the 
estates  descended  on  the  plaintiff's  wife  Alice  the  sister  of  Hardwicke 
Sewell  as  heir  in  tail  general  under  the  settlement:  Alice  died  the  19th 
of  August,  1743,  leaving  two  children,  the  defendants  Hardwicke  Sewell 
Richardson  and  Alice  Richardson,  and  the  plaintiff  insists  thai  lie  is 

entitled  as  tenant   by  the  curtesy  to  the  possession  of  these  estates,  his 

wife  being  in  her  lifetime,  and  al  her  death,  seised  thereof,  and  leaving 
such  i  foresaid,  and  therefore  prays  to  be  lei  into  the  posses- 

sion thereof,  and  to  receive  the  rents  for  bis  life. 

Hardwicke  Sewell  Richardson,  plaintiff  in  the  third  bill,  and  son  of 
Plampin  Richardson,  insists  thai  Alice  his  mother  was  never  seised  of 
nor  did  she,  or  her  husband  Plampin  Richardson  in  her 
right,  take]  on  (hereof,  or  receive  any  pari  of  the  rent-.,  and  there- 

fore he  is  no1  entitled  to  be  tenanl  by  the  curtesy  i  Prays  an  account  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates  from  the  executors  of  Hardwicke 
Sewell,  and  thai  they  may  be  placed  out  at  interest  till  he  comes  of  age. 
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The  rents  under  the  leases  were  payable  at  Michaelmas  and  Lady- 
day,  but  the  truants  being  greatly  in  arrear  at  the  death  of  llardwicke 
Sewell,  Alice  Richardson,  the  sister  of  llardwicke   Sewell,  did  not 

receive  an\  of  the  Lady-day  rent  notwithstanding  she  lived  four  months 
beyond  that  time,  nor  did  any  other  person  receive  it  in  the  lifetime 
of  Alice. 

Mr.  WiUmiham.  counsel  for  Plampin  Richardson. 

Mr.  Noel  and  Mr.  Weldon,  counsel  for  llardwicke  Sewell  Richard- 
sou,  the  son. 

Lord  Chancellob  [Hart/wicke]  .  This  is  a  matter  of  great  con- 
sequence to  husbands,  as  most  of  the  lands  in  England  arc  let  out  upon 
leases  for  years,  and  tenants  extremely  backward  in  paying  their  rents, 
and  as  a  wife  may  have  a  right  for  a  year  or  two,  or  no  actual  entry 
made,  it  would  be  hard  for  this  reason  to  prevent  a  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy. 

The  question  is  a  question  of  law,  whether  where  lands  on  which 
there  are  leases  for  years  existing,  and  a  rent  incurred,  descend  on  the 
wife  as  tenant  in  tail ;  and  she  survives  three  months  after  the  rent-day 
incurred,  but  has  made  no  entry,  nor  was  there  any  rent  paid  during 
her  life,  is  such  a  possession  of  the  wife  as  will  make  the  husband 
tenant  by  the  curtesy? 

It  has  been  insisted  on  one  hand,  that  there  must  be  a  seisin  in  deed. 

And  on  the  other  hand,  that  if  the  seisin  in  deed  cannot  be  attained 
unto,  the  law  excuses  it ;  and  therefore  the  case  put  by  Lord  Coke  will 
afford  a  good  deal  of  argument  on  the  present  case:  "  A  man  seised 
of  an  advowson  or  rent  in  fee  hath  issue  a  daughter,  &c."    Co.  Lit.  29  a. 

To  go  by  steps,  here  is  an  estate  of  which  the  brother  was  seised  in 
tail,  descends  upon  the  sister  in  tail  general ;  the  possession  of  the 
lessee  was  the  possession  of  the  brother,  and  he  undoubtedly  died 
seised,  afterwards  the  sister  became  seised. 

Supposing  she  had  died  before  Lady-day,  I  should  have  had  no  doubt 
but  the  husband  would  have  been  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  because  he 
could  do  nothing  till  rent-day  came ;  for  the  law  never  requires  a  man 
to  become  a  trespasser. 

Lord  Coke  says  in  his  comment  on  the  8th  section  of  Littleton,  15  a: 
'•  If  the  father  maketh  a  lease  for  years,  and  the  lessee  entereth  and 
dieth,  the  eldest  son  dieth  during  the  term  before  entry  or  receipt  of 
rent ;  the  younger  son  of  the  half  blood  shall  not  inherit,  but  the  sister, 
because  the  possession  of  the  lessee  for  years  is  the  possession  of  the 
eldest  son,  so  as  he  is  actually  seised  of  the  fee  simple,  and  conse- 
quently the  sister  of  the  whole  blood  is  to  be  heir." 

There  is  not  a  stricter  case  than  this  of  possessio  fratris,  and  yet 
you  observe  Lord  Coke  says,  that  if  the  eldest  son  die  before  entry,  or 
receipt  of  rent,  the  sister  shall  inherit. 

Actually  seised  is  the  same  thing  as  seisin  in  deed;  then  why  was 
not  the  wife  in  this  case  actually  seised? 

Mr.  Noel  in  answer  to  this  refers  to  the  next  page  in  Co.  Lit.  15  b: 
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"What  then  is  the  law  of  a  rent,  advowson,  or  such  things  as  lie  in 
grant?  If  a  rent  or  an  advowson  do  descend  to  the  eldest  son,  and  he 
dieth  before  he  hath  seisin  of  the  rent,  or  present  to  the  church,  the 
rent  or  advowson  shall  descend  to  the  youngest  son,  for  that  he  must 
make  himself  heir  to  his  father  :  and  therefore,"  says  Mr.  Noel,  "  there 
ought  to  have  been  an  actual  seisin  of  the  rent,  or  Plampin  Richardson 
could  not  be  entitled  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy." 

Hut  the  consequence  I  draw  from  it  is  different  from  what  Mr.  Noel 
does;  for  in  the  same  section  he  saith,  "This  case  differeth  from  the 
case  of  the  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  ;  for  there,. if  the  wife  dieth  before 
the  rent-day,  or  that  the  church  become  void,  because  there  was  no 
laches  or  default  in  the  husband,  nor  possibility  to  get  seisin  ;  the  lawT, 
in  respect  of  the  issue  begotten  by  him,  will  give  him  an  estate  by  the 
curtesy  of  England  ;  "  so  that  you  observe  the  case  of  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  is  considered  more  favorably  than  a  2}ossessio  fratris,  for  a 
possessio  fratris  asfacit  sororem  esse  hceredem  requires  some  act  to 
be  done  to  make  her  heir. 

Then  all  that  remains  in  the  present  case  is  the  laches  in  not  receiv- 
ing or  distraining  for  the  rent  that  became  due  at  Lady-day. 

The  receipt  of  rent  would  have  amounted  to  evidence  of  an  actual 
seisin,  and  if  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  the  brother  had  received 
any  rent  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife,  would  have  been  a  material  ob- 
jection ;  but  no  rent  has  been  received  that  has  accrued  after  the  death 
of  the  brother  either  by  the  wife  or  any  person  against  her  ;  and  there- 
fore is  a  very  strong  case,  to  make  the  husband  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
as  the  possession  of  the  lessee  was  the  possession  of  the  wife,  and 
there  could  be  no  other  without  making  the  husband  a  trespasser. 

Lord  Hardwicke  "declared  the  will  of  Hardwicke  Sewell  to  be  well 
proved,  and  that  it  ought  to  lie  established,  ami  the  trusts  thereof  per- 
formed, and  decreed  the  same  accordingly  :  and  as  to  the  testator's 
real  estate  he  ordered  the  master  to  inquire  what  part  thereof  was  com- 
prised in  the  two  settlements  dated  the  26th  of  February,  1699,  and 
the  13th  of  August,  1703,  ami  what  particular  parts  of  the  testator's 
estate  descended  to  Alice,  the  late  wife  of  the  defendant  Plampin  Rich* 
ardson,  the  mother  of  the  plaintiff  Hardwicke  Sewell  Richardson,  in 
tail,  ami  what  particular  parts  of  the  estate  passed  by  the  testator's 

will  to  his  trustees;   and  also  to  inquire  what   pails  of  the   lands  which 

descended  to  the  defendant  Plampin  Richardson's  wife  in  tail  were  at 

the  testator's  death  ^tandin'_r  out  on  any  lease  Or  leases  for  years,  and 
of  what  particular  part  of  BUCh  estate  the  testator  died  Seised  in   actual 

possession,  and  to  state  the  same ;  ami  his  Lordship  doth  declare  that 

he  is  of  opinion  thai  the  defendant  Plampin  Richardson  is  entitled  to 
lie  tenant   by  the  CUrte8J  of  .all  such  lands  as  descended  to  his  lute  wife 

in  tail,  whereof  any  leases  lor  years  were  existing  at  the  testator's 
death,  which  continued  till  the  death  of  his  wife;  but  that  he  is  not 

entitled  to  be  tenant   by  the  curtesy  of  any  part  of  BUCD   lands,  whereof 

no  such  leases  for  year-  were  « ■  x i ^ i  i n -_r  and  continuing  as  aforesaid."1 
i  Cf.  Quinn  v.  Ladd,  *::  Or.  261  (1899). 
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BUCKWORTII   y.  TIIIRKELL. 
King's  Bench.     1785. 
[  Reported  3  B.  &  P.  652  ».] 

Tins  was  a  case  reserved  from  the  Cambridge  Assizes.  The  form  of 
the  action  was  replevin. 

Devise  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of 
a  certain  estate,  and  apply  them  for  the  maintenance  of  Mary  Barnes, 
till  she  arrived  at  the  age  of  21  years,  or  till  she  married  ;  and  on  her 
arriving  at  such  age  or  marrying,  to  the  use  of  Mary  Barnes,  her  heirs 
and  assigns,  but  in  case  said  Mary  should  die  before  the  age  of  21 
years,  and  without  leaving  issue,  remainder  over.  Maiy  married  and 
had  a  child,  which  child  died,  and  then  Mary  died  before  she  arrived  at 
the  age  of  21  years. 

The  question  was,  Whether  Mary's  husband  was  entitled  to  be  tenant 
by  the  curtesy. 

Wood  and  Le  Blanc,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Whitechurch  and  Wilson,  for  the  defendant. 

Lord  Mansfield.  Tenancy  by  the  curtes}'  existed  before  the  Stat. 
de  Do?iis,  and  the  definition  of  it  is,  that  the  wife  must  be  seised  of  an 
estate  of  inheritance,  which  by  possibility  her  issue  b}-  the  husband 
may  inherit,  and  there  must  be  issue  born.  Estates  at  that  time  were 
of  two  sorts,  conditional  or  absolute,  and  curtesj'  applied  to  both 
equally.  I  cannot  agree  with  the  argument,  that  on  the  performance 
of  the  condition  b}-  birth  of  a  child  the  estate  became  absolute  ;  it 
was  so  b}'  a  subtilty  in  odium  of  perpetuity,  and  for  the  special  purpose 
of  alienation,  but  for  no  other.  It  otherwise  reverted  to  the  donor  on 
failure  of  the  issue  according  to  the  original  restriction.  At  common 
law  the  only  modification  of  estates  was  by  condition.  The  Statute  of 
Uses  introduced  a  greater  latitude  of  qualification,  but  there  arose  a 
great  dread  of  letting  in  perpetuities  by  means  of  the  extensive  opera- 
tion of  that  Statute,  and  in  the  time  of  Elizabeth  and  James  many 
cases  were  decided  with  a  view  to  prevent  that  effect ;  with  this  view  it 
was  allowed  to  bar  contingent  remainders  before  the  person  who  was  to 
take  came  into  esse  ;  others  were  held  to  be  too  remote  in  their  crea- 
tion. The  cases  proceeded  in  that  view  too  far,  and  estates  were  too 
much  loosened,  and  it  became  necessar}-  to  restrain  them  again  ;  and  in 
the  time  of  the  troubles,  eminent  lawyers  who  were  then  chamber 
counsel,  devised  methods  which  on  their  return  to  Westminster  Hall, 
they  put  in  practice,  such  as  interposing  trustees  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders.  It  is  not  of  long  date  that  the  rules  now  in  use  have  been 
established.  I  remember  the  introduction  of  the  rule  which  prescribes 
the  time  in  which  executory  devises  must  take  effect  to  be  a  life  or 
lives  in  being,  and  21  years  afterwards.     It  is  contended  that  this  is  a 
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conditional  limitation.  It  is  not  so,  but  a  contingent  limitation  ;  all  the 
cases  cited  go  upon  the  distinction  of  there  being  conditions  and  not 
limitations.  During  the  life  of  the  wife  she  continued  seised  of  a  fee 
simple  to  which  her  issue  might  by  possibility  inherit.  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  be  tenant  bj  the  curtesy. 
The  rest  of  the  court  assenting, 

Judgment  for  the  defendant.1 


MELVIN   v.   PROPRIETORS   OF  LOCKS   AND   CANALS. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1834. 

[Reported  16  Pick.  161.] 

"Writ  of  entry,  dated  May  10,  1833,  for  one  undivided  fourteenth  part 
of  a  tract  of  land  in  Lowell.  The  demandant  counted  upon  his  own 
seisin  within  thirty  years. 

The  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

At  the  trial,  before  Putnam,  J.,  it  appeared  that  Thomas  Fletcher, 
who  died  seised  of  the  demanded  premises  on  August  6,  1771.  by  his 
will,  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  his  two  daughters,  Rebecca  and 
Joanna,  with  cross-remainders,  reserving  the  use  of  one-third  part 
thereof  for  his  widow,  so  long  as  she  should  remain  such.  Rebecca, 
the  eldest  daughter,  on  January  9,  1773,  married  Jacob  Kittredge,  who 
died  in  1813.  Joanna,  the  youngest  daughter,  on  February  29,  1777, 
married  Benjamin  Melvin,  who  immediately  entered  into  the  posses' 
sion  of  the  land.  They  had  seven  children,  of  whom  the  demandant 
was  one.  Benjamin  Melvin,  the  father,  died  in  April,  1830,  and  his 
wife  died  in  September,  1826.  Tin-  demandanl  entered  141011  the 
demanded  premises  on  July  12,  1832,  claiming  as  heir  to  his  mother. 

The  tenants  produced  an  office  copy  of  a  deed  from  Jacob  Kittredge 

and  his  wil'i:  to  Benjamin  Melvin,  the  father,  dated  April  "27,  IT*!', 
whereby,  for  the  consideration  of  £300,  they  conveyed  t<>  him  an  undi- 
vided moiety  of  a  farm  in  Lowell,  formerly  owned  by  Thomas  Fletcher, 
which  included  the  demanded  premises.  They  also  produced  an  office 
copy  of  a  deed  of  mortgage  of  the  same  date,  from  Melvin,  the  father, 
and  his  wife,  to  Jacob  Kittredge,  conveying  to  him  a  certain  portion  of 
this  farm,  including,  as  the  tenants  contended,  the  demanded  premises, 
'■uii'  the  payment  of  £300  in  five  years. 

The  tenants  proved  thai  in  April,  1796,  Kittredge  took-  possession 
of  1  he  demanded  premises  and  ejected  Melvin.  the  father,  and  his  wife; 
anil  there  was  no  evidence  of  an}  occupation  of  the  demanded  premises, 
or  of  any  claim  thereto  by  Melvin,  the  father,  or  an}  of  his  familj",  from 
1796  until  the  entry  of  the  demandant  in  1882,  although  they  lived  in 
the  immediate  neighborhood. 

1  Half,. hi  v.  Sneden,b4  N.  Y.  28D  (1878),  accord.    Cf.  UcMatUn  v. 
l'a    Si. 
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The  tenants  also  proved  a  title  in  themselves  to  the  lapd  conveyed 
in  mortgage  by  Melvin,  the  father,  and  liis  wife,  to  Kittredge,  by  virtue 
of  several  mesne  conveyances  from  the  heirs  of  Kittredge  and  others. 

The  tenants  then  contended,  that  even  if  the  demanded  premises 
were  not  embraced  in  the  deed  of  mortgage,  yet  thai  the  entry  of  Kit- 
tredge in  1796  and-  the  ouster  of  Melvin,  the  father,  and  his  wife, 
operated  as  a  disseisin  of  them,  and  that  by  the  uninterrupted  posses- 
sion of  the  tenants  and  those  under  whom  they  claim,  for  more  than 
thirty  years  before  the  entry  of  the  demandant,  his  right  of  entry  was 
barred  by  St.  1786,  c.  13,  §  4,  which  limits  the  right  of  any  person 
under  no  disability,  to  make  an  entry  into  lands,  &c.,  to  twenty  years 
next  after  his  right  or  title  first  descended  or  accrued,  with  a  saving  to 
femes  covi  rt,  &c.  of  a  right  to  make  such  entry  at  any  time  within  ten 
years  after  the  expiration  of  said  twenty  }'ears  aforesaid,  and  not 
afterwards. 

Rut  the  judge  instructed  the  jury  that  the  wife  of  Melvin,  the  father, 
was  not  disseised  during  her  coverture,  and  that  the  demandant's  right 
of  entry  would  not  be  barred  In*  an  undisturbed  possession  of  the  de- 
manded premises  by  the  tenants  for  more  than  thirty  years,  because 
such  possession  would  not  be  adverse  to  the  wife  during  the  cover- 
ture ;  and  that  the  only  question  for  them  to  consider  was,  whether 
the  demanded  premises  were  intended  by  the  parties  to  be  conveyed 
by  the  deed  of  mortgage. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  demandant. 

If  the  instructions  to  the  jury  were  incorrect,  a  new  trial  was  to  be 
granted. 

J.  Mason,  Hoar,  and  Robinson,  for  the  tenants. 

Fletcher,  Mann,  and  Smith,  for  the  demandant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

AVii.de,  J.  In  order  to  determine  the  general  question,  whether,  upon 
the  facts  in  the  case,  the  demandant  had  any  right  of  entry  in  1832,  I 
shall  first  consider  whether  Melvin  and  wife  were  disseised  by  the  entry 
of  Kittredge,  and  their  expulsion  in  17U6.  That  they  were  seised  in 
fee  in  right  of  the  wife,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  entry  by  Kittredge, 
cannot,  we  think,  be  controverted.  In  all  real  actions,  brought  by  hus- 
band and  wife  to  recover  the  wife's  land,  their  estate  is  always  so  stated  ; 
and  is  so  stated  because  such  is  the  legal  nature  of  their  estate.  By 
marriage  the  husband  and  wife  are  regarded  in  law  as  one  person,  the 
legal  existence  of  the  wife  being  incorporated  and  consolidated  into 
that  of  the  husband  ;  and  he  has  the  absolute  authority  to  act  for  her, 
but  not  to  bind  her  in  all  cases.  He  may  dispose  of  her  chattels,  real 
and  personal,  but  cannot  alienate  her  real  estate  without  her  consent. 
The  husband  acquires  by  the  marriage  a  freehold  estate,  but  not  the 
fee,  which  still  remains  in  the  wife.  But  both  together  have  the  whole 
estate,  and  therefore  in  law  they  are  both  considered  as  seised  in  fee, 
and  must  so  state  their  title  in  pleading.     The  husband  cannot  aver, 
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in  pleading,  that  he  alone  is  seised  in  fee  in  right  of  his  wife,  because 
the  fee  is  in  the  wife,  and  of  this  he  is  seised  jointly  with  her. 

This  is  the  established  form  of  pleading  such  a  title,  and  it  has  been 
truly  and  very  frequently  remarked,  that  the  forms  of  pleading  gener- 
ally may  be  relied  on  as  the  most  accurate  test  of  legal  principles. 
It  is  laid  down  by  Comyns  (Dig.  Baron  &  Feme,  2  D),  "that  if  baron 
and  feme  are  seised,  they  ought  to  plead,  that  they  are  both  seised  in 
jure  iixoris,  and  not  that  the  husband  is  seised  ; "  and  so  say  all  the 
authorities.  In  the  case  of  Coffin  v.  Milner,  2  Lutw.  1422,  which  was 
trespass  quare  clausum  against  husband  and  wife,  the  plea  was  that 
the  husband  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  in  right  of  his  wife, 
that  he  thereupon  demised  the  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
entered  to  make  distress  for  rent  in  arrear ;  on  demurrer,  this  plea  was 
held  to  be  bad,  because  they  were  both  seised  in  right  of  the  wife. 
The  same  decision  was  made  in  the  case  of  Poly  blank  v.  JTcac/cins,  1 
Dougl.  329.  In  that  case,  which  was  an  action  of  covenant  against 
the  assignee  of  a  lease,  by  the  husband  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  origi- 
nal lessor,  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration  averred,  that  the  reversion 
descended  and  came  to  his  wife,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  became  seised 
of  said  reversion  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold,  in  right  of  his  wife.  The 
defendant  demurred,  because  in  the  declaration  the  plaintiff's  title  was 
not  correctly  stated  ;  for  that  instead  of  the  averment,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  seised  of  the  reversion  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold,  he  ought  to 
have  averred  that  he  and  his  wife  were  seised  in  their  demesne  as  of 
fee.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  in  that  case  admitted  that  the  usual  form 
of  declaring  was  in  the  manner  contended  for  by  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, and  that  the  case  of  Catlin  v.  Winer  was  rightly  decided  ;  but  they 
attempted  to  make  a  distinction  between  cases  where  it  was  necessary 
to  set  out  the  whole  of  the  estate,  and  those  in  which  a  part  only  would 
be  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action  ;  but  the  court  held,  that  the  declara- 
tion w:is  bad  in  point  of  form,  because  the  exact  title  was  not  set  out. 

These  cases  seem  decisive,  not  only  as  to  the  form  of  pleading,  of 
which  there  can  be  no  question,  but  they  decide  that  the  form  of  plead- 
ing is  in  conformity  with  the  exact  title  which  the  husband  and  wife 
have  in  the  wife's  lands,  while  they  remain  seised.  It  Beema  unneces- 
sary to  refer  to  any  further  authorities  on  this  point  ;  for  I  apprehend 
that  it  is  quite  clear,  that  the  husband  cannot  be  seised  in  fee  of  his 
wife's  lands,  unless  she  also  is  seised  ;  that  he  acquires  no  seisin  in  fee 
by  the  marriage  ;  for  he,  at  most,  acquires  only  a  freehold  estate,  and 
unless  the  wife  continues  .seised,  the  ice  would  in-  in  abeyance.  The 
husband  has  a  life  estate,  and  the  wife  has  an  estate  in  fee.  and  by  Con- 
solidating the  two  estates,  both,  in  legal  contemplation,  are  considered 
as  seised  of  the  whole  estate. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is.  whether  Bfelvin  the  elder  and 

bis  wife  were  disseised  by  the  entry  of  Cittredge  In   1796.    And  we 

think    it    very  clear,   that  they   were.     They   were   actually  ousted   and 

divested   of  their  seisin   and  possession,  ami  the  seisin  and  poss 
sion  of  Kittrcdgc  was  substituted  therefor;  and  this  unquestionably 
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amounted  to  a  disseisin  of  both,  as  both  al  the  time  of  the  entry  wove 
seised.     Co.  Lit,  158;   Clappx,  Bromaghctn,%  Cowen,  552. 

We  think  it  equally  clear  that  a  right  of  entry  immediately  thereupon 
accrued  to  both  the  husband  and  wife.  It  has  been  argued,  that  the 
husband  alone  had  the  right  of  entry,  that  he  had  a  life  estate  in  the 
premises,  and  that  no  right  of  entry  accrued  to  the  wife  until  his  death. 
It  is  true  that  it'  Kittredge  had  held  under  the  husband,  the  wife  would 
have  had  no  right  to  enter,  nor  could  she  enter  against  the  will  of  the 
husband  :  hut  with  his  consent,  express  or  implied,  or  in  his  absence, 
she  had  an  unquestionable  right  to  enter.  Her  right  of  entry  as  against 
Kittredge  was  perfect,  although  in  the  exercise  of  her  right  she  was 
subjected  to  the  control  of  her  husband.  There  is  no  doubt,  that  he 
had  a  right  to  create  a  particular  estate,  and  so  he  might  discontinue 
his  wife's  estate  by  feoffment,  and  by  the  common  law  she  would  have 
no  right  to  enter  on  the  feoffee,  even  after  her  husband's  death,  but  was 
driven  to  her  action  cut  in  vita  /  but  in  the  present  case  Melvin  and 
his  wife  were  jointly-  seised  and  disseised  ;  and  either  of  them  or  both 
might  enter  on  the  disseisor.  That  she  was  sub  potestate  viri  does  not 
prevent  the  right  of  entry  from  accruing  to  her ;  otherwise  no  right  of 
entry  could  descend  or  accrue  to  a  feme  covert,  and  the  saving  clauses 
in  the  several  Statutes  of  Limitation,  in  favor  of  femes  covert,  would  be 
useless  and  senseless.  A  feme  covert  is  capable  of  purchasing,  but  the 
husband  may  disagree,  which  will  avoid  the  purchase  ;  but  if  he  neither 
agrees  nor  disagrees,  the  purchase  is  good.  Co.  Lit.  3  a.  And  in  like 
manner,  a  right  of  entiy  ma}-  descend  or  accrue  to  her,  and  her  entry 
will  be  lawful,  provided  the  husband  does  not  expressly  disagree,  for 
his  consent  is  presumed,  it  being  for  his  advantage.  We  are  therefore 
of  opinion,  that  the  right  to  enter  on  the  demanded  premises  accrued 
to  the  demandant's  mother  immediately  after  the  entry  and  ouster  by 
Kittredge. 

We  then  come  to  the  general  question,  whether  the  demandant  had 
a  right  of  entry  at  the  time  he  entered,  or  whether  it  was  not  tolled  by 
the  tortious  entry  of  Kittredge  and  lapse  of  time.  This  question  de- 
pends on  the  St.  1786,  c.  13,  taken  in  connection  with  the  principles 
already  considered.  By  §  4,  it  is  enacted  that  no  person,  unless  by 
judgment  of  law,  shall  make  any  entry  into  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments,  but  within  twenty  years  next  after  his  right  or  title  first 
descended  or  accrued  to  the  same,  provided  that  when  any  person  that 
is  or  shall  be  entitled  to  make  any  entry,  shall,  at  the  time  the  said  right 
or  title  first  descended,  accrued,  or  fell,  be  within  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  feme  covert,  non  compos,  imprisoned,  or  beyond  seas,  or 
without  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  that  then  such  person  shall 
and  may  make  such  entry  at  any  time  within  ten  j'ears  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  said  twenty  years  aforesaid,  and  not  afterwards.  We  think 
the  language  of  this  Statute  extremely  clear,  and  that  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature  cannot  be  doubted.  It  is  equivalent  to  an  express  pro- 
vision, that  no  person  under  any  of  the  disabilities  named  in  the  Stat- 
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ute  should  be  allowed  to  make  any  entry  upon  lands,  unless  the  entry 
should  be  made  within  thirty  years  next  after  his  title  descended  or 
accrued  to  him.  This  to  my  mind  seems  as  clear  as  that  twenty  and 
ten  make  thirty.  The  rules  of  construction,  therefore,  which  may 
be  very  important  and  useful,  when  the  true  meaning  of  a  Statute 
may  be  doubtful,  can  have  no  application  to  the  provision  in  ques- 
tion, the  language  of  which  is  so  plain  and  unambiguous.  It  has  been 
argued  that  other  Statutes  in  pari  materia  would  explain  and  control 
the  literal  meaning  of  this  ;  but  we  think  the  construction  contended 
for  by  the  demandant's  counsel  derives  no  aid  by  any  reference  to 
former  Statutes ;  for  the  language  of  this  Statute  and  the  previous 
Statutes  on  the  same  subject,  are  essentially  different;  and  to  sup- 
pose that  the  Legislature  would  essentially  vary  the  language  of  a 
former  Statute,  so  as  to  convey  a  different  meaning,  without  intend- 
ing to  make  any  alteration  in  the  law,  would  be  an  imputation  on 
the  understanding  of  the  Legislature,  which  cannot  be  admitted. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  Statute,  according  to  its  literal  meaning,  is 
unreasonable,  and  that  it  should  have  a  reasonable  construction.  But 
we  do  not  perceive  that  the  Statute  is  unreasonable  according  to  its 
literal  import ;  especially  as  it  bars  the  right  of  entry  only,  leaving  the 
party  other  remedies  to  recover  his  estate.  In  the  present  case,  the 
demandant  would  not  be  barred,  if  he  had  declared  in  another  form, 
and  not  on  his  own  seisin  ;  and  his  remedy  would  have  been  equally 
simple  and  effectual  as  in  the  present  form  of  action.  But  if  the  limi- 
tation in  the  Statute  were  as  unreasonable  as  the  plaintiffs  counsel  sup- 
pose it  to  be,  we  must  be  governed  by  it,  the  meaning  being  clear,  and 
are  not  at  liberty  to  speculate  on  its  supposed  impolicy. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  demandant 
never  h:ul  any  right  of  entry  into  the  demanded  premises,  that  his 
actaal  entry  on  the  tenants  was  tortious,  and  consequently  that  he 
acquired  no  seisin  thereby.  The  right  of  entry  accrued  to  the  de- 
mandant's mother  in  April,  1796,  and  she  died  in  September,  L826 
(more  than  thirty  years  i,  without  making  any  entry  into  the  premises, 
or  any  claim  thereto,  the  tenants  and  those  under  whom  they  claim 
remaining  in  the  undisturbed  possession  of  the  Bame  for  the  whole 
time.  Her  right  of  entry,  t  be  re  fore,  was  barred  and  did  nol  descend 
to  the  demandant    Whether  it  would  have  bo  descended,  if  the  mother 

had   died  within   the  thirty  years,  is  a  question  which   it  is  unnecessary 

to  decide. 

It  ifl  elear,  however,  that  if  the  demandant   would  have  had  B  rfghl  to 

enter,  as  heir  in  Bucfa  a  case,  he  musl  have  entered  within  thirty  years 

from  the  time  the  right  first  accrued  to  bis  mother. 

y,  ir  trial  granted. 
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WATSON   v.  WATSON. 

Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  Connecticut.     1839. 

[Reported  13  Conn.  83.] 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment ;  tried  at  Hartford,  September  Terra, 
I  B88,  before  Bissell,  J. 

In  the  lifetime  of  Ann  Watson,  and  until  her  death,  the  demanded 
premises  were  owned  by  her  in  fee  ;  and  the  plaintiffs  are  her  children 
and  heirs-at-law,  by  John  Watson,  to  whom  she  was  lawfully  married, 
and  who  is  still  living.  The  plaintiffs  claimed,  that  John  Watson  had 
m>t  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  the  premises;  and  to  establish  this  point, 
they  offered  in  evidence  the  following  writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
dated  the  23d  of  February,  1837,  after  the  death  of  his  wife:  "Know 
all  men.  by  these  presents,  that  I,  John  Watson,  do  hereby  publish, 
declare,  and  make  known,  to  all  whom  it  may  concern,  and  especially 
the  heirs  and  children  of  my  late  wife,  Ann  Watson,  that  I  have  not, 
at  any  time  hitherto,  and  now  do  not  claim,  demand,  possess,  or  in  any 
manner  or  to  any  extent  whatever,  have  or  pretend  to  have,  any  right, 
title  or  interest,  in  three  pieces  of  land  [describing  the  premises],  but 
do  now  fully,  absolutely,  and  without  any  reservation,  disclaim  and  re- 
ject any  and  all  right,  title  and  interest  in  the  same,  which  I  might  or 
could  have  had,  by  operation  of  law  or  otherwise,  by  reason  of  my  sur- 
viving; my  said  wife,  or  any  title  to  said  premises  which  she  had  during 
her  life."  This  writing  was  signed  and  sealed  by  John  Watson,  attested 
by  two  witnesses,  acknowledged  before  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  and  re- 
corded in  the  town  records.  It  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  John 
Watson  was  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the  demanded  premises,  and  that 
they  could  not  recover  in  this  action,  unless  by  operation  of  this  writ- 
ing, he  had  no  such  estate.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  admission 
of  it  in  evidence  to  the  jury  ;  and  the  court  rejected  it ;  and  a  verdict 
passed  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  moved  for  a  new 
trial. 

W.  W.  Ellsworth  and  Toucey,  in  support  of  the  motion. 

Hiingt  rford  and  T.  C.  Perkins,  contra. 

Watte,  J.  The  object  of  a  disclaimer,  is,  to  prevent  an  estate  jyass- 
ing  from  the  grantor  to  the  grantee.  It  is  a  formal  mode  of  expressing 
the  grantee's  dissent  to  the  conveyance  before  the  title  has  become 
vested  in  him.  In  some  cases,  it  may  be  highly  proper;  as  where  a 
deed  is  made  conveying  an  estate  to  one  for  life,  with  a  remainder  to 
another  in  fee.  Here,  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
the  law  would  presume  the  assent  of  the  grantee  in  remainder,  upon 
delivery  of  the  deed  to  the  grantee  for  life,  for  the  benefit  of  both.  But 
if  the  remainder-man  chooses  not  to  take  the  estate,  he  may  disclaim, 
and  thereby  remove  all  presumption  of  assent.     So,  where  a  deed  is  ex- 
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ecuted  to  several  persons,  and  delivered  to  one  for  the  benefit  of  all, 
if  one  dissents,  he  may  disclaim,  aud  furnish  evidence  that  his  share 
still  remains  in  the  grantor.  Treadicell  et  al.  v.  Bulkley  et  al.,  4 
Day,  395. 

But  if  the  grantee  once  assents,  and  the  title  thereby  becomes  vested  in 
him,  he  cannot,  by  any  disclaimer,  revest  the  estate  in  the  grantor.  For  if 
he  could,  the  disclaimer  would  have  the  effect  of  a  deed.,  which  it  cannot 
have  ;  the  object  of  the  latter  being  to  transfer  property,  —  of  the  former 
to  prevent  a  transfer. 

But  in  a  case  of  dissent,  the  heir  cannot,  by  any  disclaimer,  prevent 
the  estate  from  passing  to  him.  It  vests  in  him  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  the  ancestor ;  and  no  act  of  his  is  required  to  perfect  his  title. 
He  cannot,  by  any  act,  cause  the  estate  to  remain  in  the  ancestor ;  for 
the  latter  is  incapable  of  holding  it,  after  his  death.  Nor  can  he.  by  a 
disclaimer,  transfer  the  estate  to  any  other  person,  as  the  heir  of  the 
ancestor;  for,  as  has  already  been  observed,  the  object  of  a  disclaimer 
is  not  to  convey,  but  to  prevent  a  conveyance.  He  is,  therefore,  in 
the  same  situation,  upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  as  a  purchaser, 
who  has  assented  to  the  conveyance.  In  both  cases,  a  transfer  can 
only  be  made,  by  some  instrument  adapted  to  the  conveyance  of  real 
estate. 

A  devisee,  however,  stands  in  the  same  situation  as  a  purchaser.  If 
he  dissents,  the  estate  passes  to  the  heir,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no 
will  had  been  made.  It  is  entirely  optional  with  him  to  take  or  refuse 
the  estate  devised.      Townson  v.   TickeU  et  al.,  3  Barn.  &  Aid.  31. 

In  the  present  case,  the  disclaimer  was  made  by  one  who  was  en- 
titled to  the  property  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  Is  he,  in  this  respect, 
like  a  grantee,  or  an  heir?  This  species  of  estate  has  sometimes  been 
1  with  those  acquired  by  purchase.  But  it  is  rather  an  estate 
thrown  upon  the  tenant  by  operation  of  law.  Co.  Lit.  18  b.  It  par- 
takes more  of  the  character  of  an  estate  acquired  by  descent  than  by 
purchase.  Immediately  upon  the  death  of  tin:  wife,  the  estate  vests  in 
him.  Like  the  heir,  he  cannot,  by  refusing  to  take  it,  cause  it  to  re- 
main in  the  wife ;  nor  can  In-,  by  a  disclaimer,  transfer  it  to  others. 
The  estate  thus  vested  in  him.  becomes  immediately  liable  for  his  debts; 
and  In-  cannot,  by  any  refusal  to  take  the  property,  defeat  the  claims  of 

his  creditors. 

The  disclaimer  offered  in  evidence  could  have  no  effect  in  showing  a 
title  in  the  plaintiffs;  and  was  properly  rejected  by  the  court. 

We  are.  therefore,  satisfied,  thai  no  new  trial  should  lie  granted. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  judges  concurred. 

,\V/r  trial  not  ("  i"  granted. 
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ADAIR  v.  LOTT. 

Supreme  Court  of  New  York.     1842. 

[Reported  3  Bill,  182.] 

Ejectment,  for  an  undivided  eighth  part  of  one  hundred  and  twenty 
acres  of  land  in  Lodi,  Seneca  County,  tried  at  the  Seneca  Circuit  in 
November,  1841,  before  Mosely,  C.  Judge.  From  the  deeds  given  in 
evidence  by  the  plaintiffs  it  appeared,  that  Abraham  Irvine  in  Septem- 
ber, 1814,  combed  the  premises  in  question  to  the  following  persons, 
to  be  held  by  them  in  the  proportions  annexed  to  their  respective 
nanus,  to  wit,  Drake  Runyon  and  Lewis  Runyon  each  one  fourth  part, 
Jane  Irvine,  Delia  Adair  and  Margeiy  Ellis,  each  one  eighth  part. 
The  other  eighth  was  reserved  by  the  grantor.  In  1827  Drake  Runyon 
conveyed  to  Lewis  Run}'on.  In  1835  Lewis  Run3on  conve3-ed  to  John 
DeMott,  who  conveyed  to  the  defendant,  and  he  is  in  possession  of  the 
premises.  The  plaintiffs  are  the  children  and  heirs-at-law  of  Delia 
Adair,  and  claim  the  undivided  eighth  which  she  took  under  the  deed 
from  Abraham  Irvine  in  1814.  Mrs.  Adair  died  in  1815,  leaving  her 
husband,  George  Adair,  the  father  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  left  this  State 
soon  afterwards,  and  now  resides  in  one  of  the  Western  States.  The 
difficult}'  which  stood  in  the  wa}T  of  the  plaintiffs  was  the  estate  for  life 
of  their  father  as  tenant  by  the  curtes}-.  To  obviate  this  difficulty  the 
plaintiffs  proved  by  parol  evidence  that  their  grandfather,  Philip  Run- 
yon, formerly  owned  land  in  New  Jersey,  and  after  his  death,  dower 
was  set  off  to  his  widow.  She  sold  her  right  in  that  land,  and  the 
premises  in  question  in  this  suit  were  bought  of  Abraham  Irvine  with 
the  dower  money  of  the  widow.  The  deed  was  given  to  her  children, 
and  she  was  to  have  a  life  estate  in  the  farm.  The  witness  knew  noth-' 
ing  about  this  purchase  except  what  the  parties  had  told  her.  The 
widow  went  into  possession  of  the  farm  and  continued  in  possession, 
claiming  a  life  estate,  until  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Adair,  the  plaintiff's 
mother,  in  1815  ;  and  in  the  following  spring  the  widow  sold  out  her 
right  to  Drake  Runyon,  who  then  took  possession  of  the  property. 
Since  that  time  the  possession  has  gone  along  with  the  paper  title 
above  set  forth.  Drake  Runyon  bought  out  all  the  other  heirs  except 
Delia  Adair.  The  widow  of  Philip  Runyon  died  in  1831.  Neither 
Mrs.  Adair  nor  her  husband  was  ever  in  possession.  The  defendant 
objected  against  this  parol  evidence  to  prove  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
lands,  but  the  judge  admitted  it  for  the  purpose  of  showing  in  what 
capacity  the  widow  of  Philip  Runyon  held  possession,  and  to  rebut  the 
idea  that  George  Adair  was  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  The  defendant 
moved  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  refused.  The  defendant  then  requested 
the  judge  to  charge  the  jury  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  while 
there  was  a  subsisting  tenancy  by  the  curtesy.     The  judge  said,  that  if 
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such  was  the  fact,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  until  after  the  death 
of  the  husband  of  Delia  Adair  ;  but  upon  the  facts  in  the  case  as  to 
the  possession  of  the  premises  by  the  grandmother  (the  widow  of  Philip 
Runyon),  and  their  mother  (Mrs.  Adair)  not  having  been  in  actual 
possession  during  her  life,  he  advised  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  one  eighth  of  the  premises.  Verdict  accordingly.  The  defendant 
now  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case. 

A.  Gibbs,  for  the  defendant. 

N~.  Hill,  jun.,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

By  the  Court,  Broxsox,  J.  The  first  argument  for  the  plaintiffs  is, 
that  under  the  purchase  from  Irvine  in  1814,  their  grandmother,  the 
widow  of  Philip  Runyon,  took  an  equitable  estate  for  life  in  the  land, 
and  the  grantees  named  in  the  deed  took  only  a  remainder  in  fee.  And 
then  as  the  life  estate  of  the  grandmother  did  not  terminate  until  after 
the  death  of  Delia  Adair,  the  mother  of  the  plaintiffs,  there  was  no 
such  actual  seisin  in  Delia  Adair  as  would  entitle  her  husband  to  take 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  —  there  being  no  curtesy  in  the  wife's  remain- 
der expectant  upon  an  estate  of  freehold,  though  it  is  otherwise  of  a 
remainder  expectant  upon  an  estate  for  years.  Co.  Lit.  29  a ;  Stod- 
dard v.  GH>1>*.  1  Sumner,  263;  2  Black'  Com.  127;  4  Kent,  29,  30; 
De  Grey  v.  Richardson,  3  Atk.  469  ;  Stoughton  v.  Leigh,  1  Taunt. 
402.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  inquire  whether  this  rule  of  the 
common  law  prevails  in  this  State  ;  for  the  plaintiffs  only  allege  that 
their  grandmother  had  an  equitable  estate  for  life,  and  we  are  in  a  court 
of  law,  where  the  legal  title  must  prevail.  If  we  look  at  the  legal  title, 
it  appears  that  Mrs.  Adair  took  a  present  estate  in  fee  in  an  undivided 
eighth  part  of  the  farm,  and  her  husband,  the  father  of  the  plaintiffs,  is 
clearly  entitled  to  a  life  estate  in  her  share  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  un- 
less it  be  an  objection  to  his  claim  that  there  was  no  actual  seisin  or 
possession  in  the  wife,  — a  question  which  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

It  is  said  that  we  may  presume  a  conveyance  of  a  life  estate  to  the 
grandmother.  But  there  is  no  foundation  for  such  a  presumption.  We 
see  that  Irvine  conveyed  the  whole  fee  to  others.  And  there  is  no  rea- 
son for  supposing  that  the  grantees  in  that  deed  conveyed  a  life  estate 
to  their   mother.     The  parol  evidence,  if  it  was  admissible  for  any 

purpose,  shows   that   there  was   a   family  arrangement,  under  which  the 

land  was  purchased  and  conveyed  to  Drake  Runyon  and  others  to  hold 
in  certain  proportions,  with  an  understanding  that  the  mother  of  the 

grantee,  -mould  occupy  the  property  a-  long  as  -he  lived.      She  entered 

and  held  a  year  or  two,  and  then  sold  out  her  possession —  or  equity, 

if  it  amounted   to   so   much  —  to    Drake    Runyon.     There   is   nol    the 

slightest  foundation  for  presuming  that  the  grantees  of  Irvine  ever 
conveyed  any  title  to  their  mother. 

If  we  look  at  the  parol  evidence,  it  proves  to,,  much  for  the  plain- 
tiffs' case.  Their  grandmother  paid  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money 
to  [rvine,  and  if  this  payment  i-  m-t  t<>  be  regarded  as  :>  gift  of  bo  much 
money  to  her  children,  the  grantees  in  the  deed,  and  if  a  resulting  trust 
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can  be  set  up  at  law,  the  grandmother  took  a  fee  in  the  land.  She 
soon  afterwards  Bold  her  right  to  Drake  Runyon,  and  from  bim  there  is 
a  complete  chain  of  title  down  to  the  defendant.  But  the  parol  evi- 
dence was  only  ailinissil.U'  for  the  purpose  of  characterizing  the  posses- 
sion o\'  the  grandmother,  and  not  by  way  of  making  out  a  legal 
title. 

It  is  said  that  George  Adair  did  not  take  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
because  there  was  no  actual  seisin  in  the  wife  during  the  coverture. 
But  the  doctrine  that  there  must  be  a  seisin  in  deed  in  the  wife,  only 
applies  in  cases  where  her  title  is  not  complete  before  entry,  as  where 
she  takes  as  heir  or  devisee,  and  not  where  she  takes  by  a  conveyance 
which  passes  the  legal  title  and  seisin  of  the  land.  (Jackson  v.  John- 
son, •'»  Cowen,  71.  97  ;  and  sec  Ellsworthv.  Cook,  8  Paige,  643.)  Here 
the  estate  was  conveyed  to  Delia  Adair  and  others  by  a  deed  which 
had  its  operation  under  the  Statute  of  Uses.  It  passed  the  legal  title 
and  seisin  of  the  land,  without  the  necessity  of  an  entry,  or  any  other 
act  to  perfect  the  estate  of  the  grantees.  They  gave  their  mother  a 
parol  license  to  enter  and  hold  for  her  life.  But  as  there  was  no  writ- 
ing, she  was  at  most  only  a  tenant  at  will.  Her  possession  was  their 
possession,  and  so  there  was  an  actual,  as  well  as  legal  seisin  in  the 
grantees. 

It  is  then  said  that  the  interest  of  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  only  an 
encumbrance  or  charge  on  the  land,  which  cannot  be  set  up  by  a 
stranger  to  defeat  the  legal  title ;  and  for  this  doctrine  we  are  referred 
to  Doex.  Pegge,  1  T.  R.  7;">8  «.,  and  Jackson  v.  Hudson, 3  John.  375. 
But  these  cases  do  not  bear  the  counsel  out.  The  interest  of  a  tenant 
by  the  curtesy  is  something  more  than  a  mere  charge  or  encumbrance  ; 
it  is  a  legal  estate  in  the  land. 

The  only  remaining  argument  for  the  plaintiffs  is,  that  an  extinguish- 
ment of  the  estate  of  their  father  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  should  be 
presumed.  His  life  estate  could  only  be  extinguished  by  a  conveyance, 
and  I  see  no  ground  upon  which  a  grant  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs  can  be 
presumed.  Neither  the  plaintiffs  nor  any  one  claiming  under  them 
have  ever  been  in  possession.  The  defendant  is  in  possession  claiming 
the  whole  as  owner.  Presumptions  are  sometimes  indulged  for  the 
purpose  of  supporting  a  possession  ;  but  not  very  often  for  the  purpose 
of  overturning  it.  In  truth,  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the 
father  of  the  plaintiffs  ever  parted  with  his  life  estate  to  any  one. 

The  plaintiffs  can  only  recover  upon  the  strength  of  their  own  title, 
and  they  have  no  right  to  the  possession  so  long  as  their  father  lives. 

New  trial  granted. 
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FOSTER   v.  MARSHALL. 

Superior  Court  of  Judicature  of  New  Hampshire.     1851. 

[Reported  22  X.  H.  491.] 

Writ  of  entry.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  sufficiently  stated  ill  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by 

Bell,  J.  The  principal  question  arising  in  this  case,  is  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  upon  the  demandant's  right  of 
action.  It  appeared  that  the  demanded  premises  were  set  oft*  by  a 
committee  of  partition,  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Probate,  to  Mary 
Foster,  formerly  Mary  Eastman,  the  mother  of  the  demandant,  as  her 
share  of  the  estate  of  her  father,  Samuel  Eastman,  deceased,  on  the 
14th  of  May,  181-4.  Mary  Foster  was  then  the  wife  of  Frederick 
Foster,  by  whom  she  then  had  one  or  more  children.  Frederick 
Foster  died  in  1*31,  and  his  wife  in  183G.  They  had  six  children, 
whose  rights  are  said  to  be  now  vested  in  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  proved,  that  in  1817,  one  Morrill  was  in  possession, 
claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  demanded  premises.  He  conveyed  the 
same  by  deed,  dated  July  3,  1817,  to  one  Marshall,  who  entered  and 
occupied,  claiming  title,  till  April  30th,  1817.  when  he  conveyed  to  the 
tenant,  who  lias  since  remained  in  possession.  The  tenant  claims  thai 
he  has  a  perfect  title  by  thirty  years'  undisturbed  and  peaceable  posses- 
sion. The  demandant  alleges  that  his  right  is  not  barred,  because  a1 
the  time  when  the  disseisin  occurred,  in  1817,  Mrs.  Foster  was  $.fenn 
covert,  and  up  to  1834  her  husband  had  an  estate  for  life  in  the  prem- 
ises and  she  had  no  right  of  entry  until  his  decease,  and  consequently 
no  right  of  action  till  then,  and  that  since  that  time  twenty  years  have 
not  elapsed. 

Under  tin-  Statute  of  Limitations,  which  was  in  force  in  this  State 
before    the    Revised    Statutes,  it    must   be    considered    settled,    that   the 

Statute  did  not  affect  the  right  of  a  remainder-man  or  reversioner, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  particular  estate;  ami  that  neither  the 
iithe  laches  of  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate  could  alfect 
the  party  entitled  in  remainder.  Wells  v.  Prince,  (J  Mass.  Rep.  508; 
WaUingford  v.  Hearl,  15  .Mass.  Rep.  471 ;  Tilson  v.  Thompson,  10 
Pick.  Rep.  859. 

No  right  of  entry  or  action  accrued  to,  or  vested  in.  the  heirs  of  the 
wife  during  the  continuance  of  an  estate  by  the  curtesy.    Jack 
Schoonmaker,  i  Johns.  Rep.  890. 

Bui  the  party  entitled  Ifl  not  haired,  until  the  usual  period  of  limita- 
tion after  the  termination  of  the  life  estate.  Heath  \.  White,  .'»  Conn, 
Rep.  228;    Withajn  v.  Perkins,  2  GreenL  Rep.  100. 

If,  then,  the  husband  had,  in  this  case,  an  estate  by  (he  curtesy,  or 
any  interest  in  the  land  which  would  entitle  his  wife,  who  survived,  to 
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be  regarded  :is  seised  only  in  remainder  <>r  reversion,  she  and  her  heirs 
would  have  the  full  period  of  twenty  years  after  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, to  commence  their  action. 

To  constitute  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  the  death  of  the  wife  is  one 
tA'  the  tour  things  required.  The  estate  of  the  husband  is  initiate 
upon  the  birth  of  issue.  It  is  consummate  on  the  death  of  the  wife. 
I  Kent's  Comm.  29  ;  Co.  Lit.  30  a. 

By  the  intermarriage,  the  husband  acquires,  a  freehold  interest, 
hiring  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  wife,  in  all  such  freehold 
roperty  of  inheritance,  as  she  was  seised  of  at  the  time  of  marriage, 
and  a  like  interest  vests  in  him  in  such  as  she  may  become  seised  of 
during  the  coverture.  The  husband  acquires,  join tly  wit h  the  wife,  & 
seisin  in  fee  in  the  wife's  freehold  estates  of  inheritance,  the  husband 
and  voi/i  being  seised  in  fee  in  right  of  the  wife.  Gilb.  Ten.  108  ;  Co. 
Lit  67  a;  Palyblank  v.  Hawkins,  1  Saund.  Rep.  253  n. ;  s.  c. 
Doug.  350. 

This  interest  may  be  defeated  by  the  act  of  the  wife  alone  ;  as  if,  at 
common  law,  the  wife  is  attainted  of  felony,  the  lord  by  escheat  could 
enter  and  eject  the  husband.  4  Hawk.  P.  C.  78  ;  Co.  Lit.  40  a;  Vin. 
Ah.  Curtesy.  A. ;  Co.  Lit.  351  a. 

After  the  birth  of  issue  the  husband  is  entitled  to  an  estate  for  his 
own  life,  and  in  his  own  right,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate.  Co. 
Lit.  351  a,  30  a,  124  b;  Schermerhorn  v.  Miller,  2  Cowen's  Rep.  439. 
He  then  becomes  sole  tenant  to  the  lord,  and  is  alone  entitled  to  do 
homage  for  the  land,  and  to  receive  homage  from  the  tenants  of  it, 
which  until  issue  born  must  be  done  by  husband  and  wife.  2  Black. 
Coin.  126  ;  Lit.  §  90;  Co.  Lit.  67  a,  30  a. 

Then  he  may  forfeit  his  estate  for  life  In-  a  felony,  which  until  issue 
born,  he  could  not  do,  because  his  wife  was  the  tenant.  2  Black.  Com. 
126  :  Roper,  Hus.  &  Wife,  47. 

If  the  husband,  after  the  birth  of  issue,  make  a  feoffment  in  fee.  and 
then  the  wife  dies,  the  feoffee  shall  hold  the  land  during  the  husband's 
life;  because  by  the  birth  of  issue,  he  was  entitled  to  curtesy,  which 
beneficial  interest  passed  by  the  feoffment.     Co.  Lit.  30  a. 

If  such  feoffment  is  made  before  issue  born,  the  husband's  right  to 
curtesy  is  gone,  even  though  the  feoffment  be  conditional  and  be  after- 
wards avoided.  And  if  in  such  case  the  husband  and  wife  be  divorced 
a  vinculo  matrimonii,  the  wife  may  enter  immediately.  Gunelefs  Case, 
8  Co.  Rep.  73. 

The  husband's  estate  after  issue  born  will  not  be  defeated  by  the 
under  of  the  wife,  for  his  tenancy  continues,  he  being  sole  tenant. 
I  Hale,  P.  C.  359  ;  Co.  Lit.  351  a,  40  a ;  Bro.  Ab.  Forf.  78. 

The  obvious  conclusion  from  these  views  of  the  nature  of  the  interest 
of  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate  is,  that  such  tenant  is  seised  of  a 
freehold  estate  in  his  own  right,  and  the  interest  of  his  wife  is  a  mere 
reversionary  interest,  depending  upon  the  life  estate  of  the  husband. 
The  necessary  result  of  this  is,  that  the  wife  cannot  be  prejudiced  by 
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any  neglect  of  the  husband,  and  of  course  she  may  bring  her  action,  or 
one  may  be  brought  by  her  heirs,  at  any  time  within  twenty  years  after 
the  decease  of  the  husband,  when  his  estate  by  the  curtesy,  whether 
initiate  or  consummate,  ceases,  and  her  right  of  action,  or  that  of  her 
heirs,  accrues.  In  this  respect  there  is  no  distinction  between  curtesy 
initiate  and  curtesy  consummate.  Mdvin  v.  Locks  &  Canals,  1G 
Pick.  R.  HO. 

So  far  as  we  are  aware,  this  principle  has  never  been  questioned, 
where  the  inheritance  of  the  wife  has  been  conveyed  to  a  third  person, 
cither  by  the  deed  of  the  husband  alone,  or  by  a  deed  executed  by  hus- 
band and  wife,  which  from  some  defect  did  not  bind  the  interest  of  the 
wife.  Miller  v.  Shackelford,  3  Dana  Rep.  289  ;  Caller  v.  Metzer,  13 
Serg.  &  Rawle  Rep.  35G ;  Fagan  v.  Walker,  5  Iredell  Rep.  634; 
McCorry  v.  King,  3  Humph.  Rep.  2G7  ;  Melius  v.  Snowman,  8  Shep- 
ley  Rep.  201  ;  Jleramon  v.  Caldwell,  8  B.  Mon.  Rep.  32  ;  Gill  v. 
Fauntleroy,  lb.  177;  Mdvin  v.  Locks  &  Canals,  16  Pick.  Rep.  140. 
But  it  has  been  held  {Melvin  v.  Locks  <fc  Canals,  1G  Pick.  Rep.  161  ; 
Kittredge  v.  Locks  d>  Canals,  17  Pick.  Rep.  24G),  that  where  a  dis- 
seisin has  been  committed  upon  the  wife's  estate,  the  disseisin  is  done 
alike  to  the  husband  ami  wife  ;  that  a  joint  right  of  entry  and  of  action 
accrues  to  both  for  the  recovery  of  it ;  and  that  if  such  remedy  is  not 
prosecuted  within  twenty  years,  it  is  barred. 

This  is  true  where  the  husband  has  acquired  no  estate  by  the  curtesy, 
and  is  seised  merely  in  the  right  of  the  wife  of  her  estate.  Such  are 
the  cases  of  Onion  v.  Anderson,  8  Humph.  Rep.  298  ;  Melius  v.  Snow- 
man, 8  Shep.  Rep.  201. 

And  if  the  husband  is  tenant  by  curtesy,  as  he  and  his  wife  are 
seised  of  the  fee  in  right  of  the  wife,  the  action  must  be  brought  by 
husband  and  wife,  and  a  joint  seisin  in  fee  alleged  in  them  in  her  right. 
Anon.,  Bills.  21.  Their  joint  right  of  action  is  barred  by  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years  alter  it  accrues.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the 
reversionary  right  of  the  wife,  accruing  in  possession  after  the  estate 
of  her  husband  has  ceased,  is  also  barred.  It  is  well  settled  that 
the  same  party  may  have  several  and  successive  estates  in  the  same 
property,  and  several  rights  of  entry  by  virtue  of  those;  estates,  and 

one  of  those   rights    may  lie    barred  without    the   others    being   affected. 

Bunt  v.  Burn,  2  Salk.  422;  WdU  v.  1'rincc,  9  Mass.  Rep.  508; 
Steven*  \.  Winship,  1  Pick.  Rep.  318;  TUaon  v.  Thompson,  10  Pick. 
Rep.  859. 

And  every  reason,  which  can  exist  in  favor  of  the  right  of  any  rever- 
sioner, applies  equally  in  this  ease,  namely,  that  a  reversioner  has,  as 
smb.  no  right  <>r  entry  and  no  righl  of  action  during  the  particular 
estate,  and  consequently  i-  not  barred  until  twenty  years  after  hi-,  own 
t  of  entry  accrued  2  Sugd.  V.  e.  P.  853;  8  Steph.  N.  P.  2920, 
,,.  in;  o  Mass.  Rep.  508;  I  Pick.  Rep.  818;  L5  Mass.  Rep.  171  ;  10 
Pick.  Rep.  859  ;   l  Johns.  Hep-  890,  before  cited.     Besides,  the  wife  by 

reason  "I"  her  disability  can  make  no  entry  to   reV(  Si    her  e-tate  during 
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the  coverture.  Lit  p.  408;  Co.  Lit.  246a.  Coke  says  in  express 
terms,  "after  coverture,  Bhe  (the  wife)  cannot  enter  without  ber 
husband." 

In  Jackson  v.  Johnson^  5  Cow.  Rep.  74,  and  Heath  v.  W/tite,  5 Conn. 
Rep,  228,  this  question  arose,  and  was  decided  in  accordance  with  our 
views,  and  we  think  upon  sounder  principles  than  the  cases  in  Massa- 
chusetts, to  which  we  have  referred. 

We  have  compared  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  with  the 
older  Statutes,  and  do  not  perceive  that  there  is,  as  to  the  point  in 
question,  any  difference  in  their  effect.  Under  neither  would  the 
plaintiff  propose  to  claim  any  advantage  from  the  proviso.  His  ground 
is  not  that  the  ancestor  was  a  married  woman,  when  her  right  accrued, 
bul  thai  her  marriage  and  the  birth  of  one  or  more  children  had  vested 
a  life  estate  in  her  husband,  and  that  the  disseisin  was  done  to  him, 
and  that  no  right  of  action  accrued  to  her  in  virtue  of  the  reversionary 
interest,  under  which  her  heirs  now  claim,  until  she  became  a  widow, 
and  the  husband's  estate  had  terminated ;  and  that  the  action  is 
brought  within  twenty  years  after  that  event.  This  appears  to  us  a 
correct  view  of  the  case,  and  of  the  law ;  and  the  verdict  must  there- 
fore be  set  aside,  and  a 

New  trial  granted. 

Hackett,  for  the  demandant 
Porter,  for  the  tenant. 


BORLAND  v.   MARSHALL. 

HUNTER  v.   DURRELL. 

Supreme  Court  of  Ohio.     1853. 

[Reported  2  Ohio  St.  308.] 

Botit  these  cases  depend  on  the  same  question.  They  are  writs  of 
error  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Hamilton  County,  and  are  part 
of  the  series  to  which  belong  the  cases  of  Buchanan  v.  Boy's  Lessee, 
and  Folder's  Lessee  v.  Whiteman,  2  Ohio  St.  251,  270. 

In  the  case  of  Borland's  Lessee  v.  Marshall,  it  was  proved  by  the 
plaintiffs  that  Isabella  Hill,  a  sister  of  Timothy  Trimble,  deceased, 
acquired  title  to  one-seventh  of  one-half  of  the  land  in  controversy,  by 
the  decease  of  her  brother  in  1810.  That  Isabella  died  leaving  issue, 
of  whom  Isabella,  wife  of  Charles  Borland,  was  one,  and  that  on  the 
death  of  her  mother,  in  1837,  Isabella  Borland  acquired  title,  by  de- 
scent, to  one-fourth  of  one-seventh  of  one-half  of  the  land.  That  Isa- 
bella, the  younger,  was  married  to  Charles  Borland  in  1819,  and  that 
she  died  intestate  in  1845,  leaving  two  children  as  her  heirs-aUaw,  who 
are  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case.  These  facts  they  prove 
by  Charles  Borland,  the  husband  of  Isabella,  and  the  father  of  the 
children. 
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It  was  also  proved,  or  admitted  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  at  the  date  of 
the  adverse  possession  of  Mr.  Longworth,  the  lands  were  wild  and 
unsettled. 

In  the  ease  of  Hunter's  Lessee  v.  Durrell,  it  was  proved  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, that  Elizabeth  Trimble,  a  sister  of  Timothy  Trimble,  was  married, 
in  1790,  to  Samuel  Hunter,  by  whom  she  had  lawful  issue.  That  Eliza- 
beth Hunter  died  about  the  year  1838,  leaving  issue,  who  are  the  lessors 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  her  husband  and  the  father  of  the  plaintiffs 
was  living  when  this  suit  was  brought.  The  lands  were  wild,  and  all 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiffs  were  non-residents  of  the  State  of  Ohio. 

The  plaintiffs  then  rested  their  cause,  and  a  motion  was  made  by  the 
defendant  in  each  suit  for  nonsuit  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  plaintiffs' 
own  showing,  a  freehold  estate  was  outstanding  in  Messrs.  Borland  and 
Hunter,  respectively,  as  tenants  by  the  curtesy,  and  that  no  recovery 
could  be  had  on  the  demises  of  the  present  plaintiffs  during  the  existence 
of  the  estates  by  the  curtesy.  These  motions  the  court  allowed,  and 
directed  judgments  of  nonsuit,  which  were  accordingly  entered. 

The  plaintiffs  in  each  case  took  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  action 
of  the  court  in  granting  the  judgment  of  nonsuit,  and  to  review 
that  action  of  the  court  upon  these  motions  these  writs  of  error  are 
prosecuted. 

Gkolson  and  Miner,  and  0.  M.  Spencer,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Chase  and  Ball,  and  Puffh&nd  Pendleton,  for  defendant. 

Thdrhan,  J.  The  decision  of  this  cause  depends  upon  the  answer 
that  shall  be  given  to  the  following  question:  Is  a  man  entitled  to 
curtesy  in  lands,  the  title  to  which  descended  to  his  wife  during  cover- 
ture, but  which  were  in  the  actual  possession  of  an  adverse  claimant 
from  the  time  her  title  accrued  until  her  death?  It  is  very  dear  that, 
by  tin-  Btricl  rule  of  the  common  law,  he  is  not;  and  for  the  reason  that 
neither  the  wife,  nor  the  husband   in  her  right,  was   at    any  time  during 

coverture,  actually  seised  of  the  premises.     Four  things,  according  to 

the  common  law.  are  necessary  to  create  an  estate  by  the  curtesy,  viz  : 
marriage,  seisin  of  the  wife,  issue,  and  death  of  the  wife.  Co.  I. it. 
30  a.  And  where  the  wife's  title  is  derived  by  inheritance,  or  any  other 
mode  requiring  an  entry  to  perfect  it.  the  seisin  must  be  in  deed,  and 
not  merely  in  law.     Co.  Lit.  29  a  :  Jackson  v.  Johnson,  ~>  Cow.  98. 

Bat  it  is  contended,  that  in  Ohio  seisin  is  unnecessary ;  and  this  leads 
us  to  inquire:  1.  What  is  the  reason  of  the  common-law  rule  requiring 
seisin?    i.  Does  the  reason  exist  in  this  state?    :;.  If  it  does  not, 
the  maxim  applicable,   CessanU    r<tt;<>m .  cessat  ipsa  lex,  the  reason 
ing,  the  law  itself  ceases? 

The   books  generally,   and   with    but     \\\v   exceptions,    give    but    one 

on  for  the  rule  making  seisin  indispensable  to  curtesj*,  namely,  that 
as,  by  the  common  law,  livery  of  seisin  was  necessary  to  the  transfer  of 
a  freehold  estate  by  deed,  and  an  entry  necessary  to  perfect  the  title  to 

such  an  estate,  of  an  heir  or  del  Isee,  it  followed  that  unless  the  u  il'e.  or 
the  husband  in  her  right,  was  actually   K  ised,  Inr   issue   OOUld  never,  as 
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'•.•>•.  inherit  the  lands  ;  for  owing  to  the  want  of  actual  seisin,  she 
never  acquired  an  inheritable  estate.  But  unless  she  had  an  estate  of 
inheritance  there  could  be  no  curtesy,  as  it  was  indispensable  to  the 
existence  of  curtesy  that  the  mother  be  seised  <>f  an  estate  which  might 
descend  to  her  heirs,  and  "  the  tenancy  by  curtesy  is  an  excrescence 
out  of  the  inheritance."     3  Bac.  Ahr.  11  (Bouvier's  edition). 

Thus,  Littleton  says  (sect.  52)  :  "And  memorandum  that,  in  every 
case  where  a  man  taketh  a  wife  seised  of  such  an  estate  of  tenements, 
&c,  as  the  issue  which  he  hath  by  his  wife,  may  by  possibility  inherit 
the  same  tenements  of  such  an  estate  as  the  wife  hath,  as  heir  to  the 
voifi  ;  in  this  rase,  after  the  decease  of  the  wife,  he  shall  have  the  same 
tenements  by  the  curtesy  of  England,  but  otherwise  not." 

Commenting  on  the  above  expression,  "  as  heir  to  the  wife,"  Coke 
says  :  "  This  doth  imply  a  secret  of  law,  for  except  the  wife  be  actually 
seised,  the  heir  shall  not  (as  hath  been  said)  make  himself  heir  to  the 
wife ;  and  this  is  the  reason  that  a  man  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  of  a  seisin  in  law"     Co.  Lit.  40  a. 

And,  in  illustration  of  the  law  that  the  wife  must  have  an  estate  in- 
heritable by  her  issue,  the  following  case  is  put:  "  If  lands  be  given  to 
a  woman  and  to  the  heirs  males  of  her  body,  she  taketh  a  husband  and 
hath  issue  a  daughter  and  dieth,  he  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  ; 
because  the  daughter  by  no  possibility  coxdd  inherit  the  mother's  estate 
in  the  land ;  and  therefore  where  Littleton  saith,  issue  by  his  wife  male 
or  female,  it  is  to  be  understood,  which  by  possibility  may  inherit  as 
heir  to  her  mother  of  such  estate."     Co.  Lit.  29  b. 

Blackstone  puts  the  same  case,  and  adds:  "And  this  seems  to  be 
the  principal  reason  why  the  husband  cannot  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy 
of  any  lands  of  which  the  wife  was  not  actually  seised,  because,  in  order 
to  entitle  himself  to  such  an  estate,  he  must  have  begotten  issue  that 
may  be  heir  to  the  wife ;  but  no  one,  by  the  standing  rule  of  law,  can 
be  heir  to  the  ancestor  of  any  land,  whereof  the  ancestor  was  not 
actually  seised."     2  Bla.  Com.  128. 

In  a  subsequent  passage,  he  suggests  an  additional  reason.  It  is  as 
follows :  "  A  seisin  in  law  of  the  husband  will  be  as  effectual  as  a  seisin 
in  deed,  in  order  to  render  the  wife  dowable  :  for  it  is  not  in  the  wife's 
power  to  bring  the  husband's  title  to  an  actual  seisin,  as  it  is  in  the 
husband's  power  to  do  with  regard  to  the  wife's  lands ;  which  is  one 
reason  why  he  shall  not  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  but  of  such  lands 
whereof  the  wife,  or  he  himself  in  her  right,  was  actually  seised  in 
deed."  2  Bla.  Com.  132.  The  only  authority  referred  to  by  Black- 
stone,  in  support  of  the  above,  is  Co.  Lit.  31,  where  the  diversity  be- 
tween dower  and  curtesy  is  noticed,  but  no  such  reason  as  Blackstone 
gives  for  denying  curtesy  is  stated,  although  it  may  be  inferred. 

What  Coke  says  is  as  follows  :  "  For  a  woman  shall  be  endowed  of 

a  seisin  in  law.     As  where  lands  or  tenements  descend  to  the  husband, 

before  entry  he  hath  hut  a  seisin  in  law,  and  yet  the  wife  shall  be  en- 

•1,  albeit  it  be  not  reduced  to  an  actual  possession,  for  it  lieth  not 
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in  the  power  of  the  wife  to  bring  it  to  an  actual  seisin,  as  the  husband 
may  do  of  his  wife's  laud  wheu  he  is  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  which 
is  worth}-  the  observation." 

As  before  observed,  it  is  only  by  inference  that  this  passage  supports 
Blackstone's  remark.  It  is  to  some  extent  fortified,  however,  by  the 
following  language  in  7  Viner's  Abr.  149,  namely:  "  F>  me  shall  be 
endowed  of  a  seisin  and  possession  in  law,  without  seisin  in  deed,  quod 
nota  ;  for  otherwise  it  is  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  the  reason  8<  <  ms 
to  be,  inasmuch  as  the  baron  may  enter  injure  uxoris,  but  the  ftntc 
cannot  compel  her  baron  to  enter  into  his  own  land." 

On  the  other  hand,  the  following  extract  from  3  Bac.  Abr.  12,  is 
certainly  opposed  to  the  existence  of  this  reason,  as  the  idea  is  rejected 
that  the  allowing  or  disallowing  curtesy  is  dependent  on  the  ability  or 
inability,  industry  or  negligence,  of  the  husband.  "But  now  of  such 
inheritances,  whereof  there  cannot  possibly  be  a  seisin  in  fact,  a  seisin 
in  law  is  sufficient ;  and  therefore  if  a  man  seised  of  an  advowson  or 
rent  in  fee,  hath  issue  a  daughter,  who  is  married  and  hath  issue,  and 
he  dieth  seised,  and  the  wife  dieth  likewise  before  the  rent  becomes 
due,  or  the  church  becomes  void,  this  seisin  in  law  in  the  wife  shall  be 
sufficient  to  entitle  her  husband  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  because, 
say  the  books,  he  could  not  possibly  attain  any  other  seisin,  as  indeed 
he  could  not;  and  then  it  would  be  unreasonable  he  should  sutfer  for 
what  no  industry  of  his  could  prevent.  But  the  true  reason  is, 
that  the  wife  hath  these  inheritances  which  lie  in  grant,  and  not  in 
livery,  when  the  right  first  descends  upon  her;  for  she  hath  a  thing 
in  grant  when  she  hath  a  right  to  it,  and  nobody  else  interposes  to 
prevent  it." 

In  Davis  v.  Mason,  1  Pet.  507,  the  foundation  of  the  rule  is  thus 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court:  "As  it  relates  to  the  tenure  by 
curtesy,  the  necessity  of  entry  grew  out  of  the  rule,  which  invariably 
existed,  that  an  entry  must  be  made  in  order  to  vest  a  freehold  (Co.  Lit. 
51),  and  out  of  thai  member  of  the  definition  of  the  tenure  by  curtesy 
which  requires  that  it  should  be  inheritable  by  the  issue.  When  a 
descent  was  ca>t .  the  entry  of  the  mother  was  necessary,  or  the  heir 
made  title  direct  from  the  grandfather,  or  other  person  lasl  seised." 

A  careful  examination  of  the  authorities  makes  it  quite  apparent  (hat 
this  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  principal,  if  not  the  only,  reason  ol 
the  rule.  No  other  reason  is  found  iii  the  books,  except  the  suggestion 
before  referred  to,  that  curtesy  is  refused  where  there  was  no  actual  Beisin, 
because  the  husband  might,  by  diligence,  have  obtained  such  seisin. 
But  this  idea,  as  we  have  seen,  is  nol  universally  admitted. 

Our  next  inquiry  is,  Do  these  reasons,  or  either  of  them,  exist  in 

Ohio? 

That  livery  of  seisin  has  never  been  essential  in  Ohio,  to  the  creation 
of  a  freehold  estate,  nor  an  entrj  necessary  to  perfect  the  title  of  an 

heir  or  devisee,  is  well  known  to  every  lawyer.     The  Bt  common 

Instrument  of  conveyance  is  a  deed  of  bargain  and  Bale,  which,  without 
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the  aid  of  a  Statute  of  Uses,  transfers  both  the  legal  and  equitable  estate. 
Nay,  further,  a  mere  deed  of  quitclaim,  or  release,  is  sufficient,  even 
where  the  releasee  has  no  prior  interest  in  the  land.  But  onr  departure 
from  tin1  English  law  does  not  stop  here  ;  for  an  adverse  possession 
does  not  prevent  the  transfer  of  title,  either  by  deed,  descent,  or  devise. 
Whatever  title  is  held  by  the  grantor,  ancestor,  or  testator,  may  be  thus 
transferred,  notwithstanding  the  lands  are  adversely  held  by  another. 
Jlolt  v.  Hemphill,  o  Ohio,  232;  llelfenstinex.  Garrard,!  Ohio  (pt.  1), 
275  :  I  I'll!  v.  Ashby,  9  Ohio,  96.  It  might  seem,  from  what  was  said 
in  lloltx.  Hemphill,  that  an  adverse  possession  would  be  fatal  to  a 
deed  ;  but  that  such  possession  in  no  wise  affects  it,  was  expressly 
deeided  in  lldl  v.  Asliby. 

As,  then,  a  freehold  estate  is  created  in  Ohio  without  entry,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  principal,  if  not  the  only,  reason  of  the  rule  requiring 
actual  seisin  to  give  curtesy  does  not  exist  in  this  State. 

But  allowing  that  the  minor  reason  before  stated  did  exist  in  England, 
does  it  exist  here?  Ought  a  husband  to  be  denied  curtesy  in  Ohio  upon 
the  ground  that  he  might  have  entered  upon  the  land  during  coverture, 
and  that  if  he  did  not,  he  was  guilty  of  a  fault  that  deservedly  bars  his 
right?  There  may  have  been  much  reason  for  saying  so  in  England, 
when  the  rule  requiring  seisin  was  established  ;  for  by  the  failure  of  the 
husband  to  enter,  the  wife  and  her  issue  might  lose  the  estate,  which  it 
was  plainly  his  duty  to  prevent  if  possible.  But  in  Ohio  her  title  is  as 
perfect  before  as  after  entry  ;  and,  in  general,  it  would  be  nothing  less 
than  absurd  to  make  a  man's  right  depend  upon  whether  he  had  gone 
for  a  moment  upon  the  land  and  "  broken  a  twig,"  or  "turned  a  sod," 
or  "  read  a  deed."  There  is,  however,  one  case,  and  perhaps  but  one, 
in  which,  if  curtesy  exists,  the  heirs  of  the  wife  might  be  prejudiced  by 
a  failure  of  the  husband  to  obtain  possession,  namely,  when  by  such 
failure  the  bar  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  becomes  perfect  against 
them.  But  this  would  probably  occur  so  rarely  as  to  furnish  but  a 
slight  foundation  for  the  rule  we  are  considering.  Nor  is  it  the  only 
case  in  which  a  remainder-man.  or  reversioner,  may  be  powerless  to  pre- 
serve his  estate.  If  A,  the  owner  in  fee  of  lands  in  the  adverse  posses- 
sion of  B,  devise  or  convey  them  to  C  for  life,  with  remainder  to  D,  it 
is  manifest  that,  as  the  Statute  of  Limitations  began  to  run  against  A, 
and  therefore  continues  to  run  against  C  and  D,  the  latter  may  lose  his 
estate  through  the  neglect  or  failure  of  C  to  obtain  possession.  So, 
when  the  Statute  begins  to  run  against  a  feme  sole,  and  she  afterward 
marry,  she  may  lose  her  land  by  the  neglect  or  inability  of  her  husband 
to  recover  it. 

These  possible  cases  of  hardship  it  is  the  province  of  legislation  to 
guard  against,  and  not  of  the  courts.  Were  we  to  say  that  there  shall 
he  no  curtesy  where  the  possession  was  held  adversely  during  the  cover- 
ture, because  to  give  it  might,  by  possibility,  result  in  the  loss  of  the 
estate  to  the  heir,  it  is  very  probable  that,  in  guarding  against  hard- 
ships on  the  one  side,  we  should  open  the  door  to  quite  as  much,  or 
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more,  hardship  on  the  other.  For  it  is  very  far  from  being  true  that 
the  failure  to  obtain  possession  during  the  coverture,  is  always  attribu- 
table to  the  husband's  neglect.  He  may  have  freely  spent  his  time, 
labor,  and  money  to  recover  the  land,  and  yet,  without  any  fault  of  his, 
be  unable  to  succeed  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife.  Decide  as  we  may, 
and  doubtless  there  will  be  room  for  cases  of  hardship  to  arise  ;  but,  as 
was  truly  said  by  Duncan,  J.,  in  Stoolfoos  v.  Jenkins,  8  S.  &  R.  173  ; 
"Courts  cannot  usurp  legislative  functions,  or  new-model  the  law- 
according  to  their  own  ideas  of  natural  justice,  or  redress  hardships  in 
each  particular  instance."  And  it  is  never  to  be  forgotten  that  all  wise 
laws  are  framed  with  a  regard  to  what  is  likely  to  occur,  rather  than  to 
that  which  is  only  possible. 

On  the  whole,  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have  arrived  is,  that  neither 
of  the  reasons  given  for  making  actual  seisin  indispensable  to  curtesy, 
affords  any  sufficient  foundation  for  the  rule  in  Ohio. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether,  the  reason  of  the  rule  having 
ceased,  or  rather  never  having  existed,  in  this  State,  the  rule  itself  exists 
here.  Tenancy  by  the  curtesy  has  always  been  known  to  our  law,  and 
is  recognized  by  our  Statutes.  We  cannot  deny  its  existence  ;  but 
ma}-  we  not  deny  the  necessity  of  a  requisite,  that  properly  enough 
formed  a  place  in  the  common  law,  but  has  no  reason  to  support  it  in 
our  jurisprudence?  We  are  materially  aided  in  this  inquiry  by  the 
American  decisions  upon  the  subject  of  curtesy.  These  decisions  may 
be  reduced  into  three  classes:  — 

1.  Those  in  which,  there  being  no  adverse  possession,  the  husband 
and  wife  were  held  to  be  constructively  seised  in  deed,  and  such  con- 
structive seisin  deemed  sufficient. 

2.  Those  in  which,  there  was  an  adverse  possession  ;  but  a  recovery 
in  ejectment,  on  the  demise  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  the  husband 
alone,  took  place  during  the  coverture  ;  and  in  which  there  was  held  to 
be  curtesy,  although  no  actual  possession  followed  the  recovery. 

3.  Those  in  which  an  adverse  possession  was  decided  to  be  no  bar  to 
curtesy. 

Of  the  first  class.  Jackson  v.  SeUick,  8  Johns.  208,  and  Davis  v. 
Mason,  1  Peters,  506,  may  properly,  perhaps,  be  called  the  Leading 
cases.  Many  others  mighl  be  cited,  for  the  general  current  of  Ameri- 
can authority  certainly  admits  curtesy  in  this  class  of  cases. 

of  the  second  class,  Ellsworth  v.  Cook,  8  Paige,  643,  is  the  Leading 

To  the  third  class  belong  Bush  v.  Bradley,  I  Day,  298,  approved  in 
Oheu  v.  Oomm'rs  of  Southioark,  •_'  Rawle,  160,  etc. 

Now,  a  careful  scrutiny  of  these  cases  "ill  bhow  thai  In  nearly  all  of 
them  the  decisions  were  arrived  at  by  an  application  of  the  maxim 
CessanU  rations,  eessat  ipsa  lex.  It  was  bo  expressly  declared  In 
Davis  \.  Mason.  That  case  respected  Lands  in  Kentucky.  After 
<ii\in<_r.  in  the  passage  hereinbefore  quoted,  the  reason  ol  the  rule  requir- 
ing seisin,  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  went  on  to 
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Bay  :  ■•  But  in  Kentucky,  we  understand,  the  livery  of  seisin  is  unheard 
of.  Freeholds  are  acquired  by  patent,  or  by  dvn\,  or  by  descent,  with- 
out any  further  ceremonies ;  ami  in  tracing  pedigree,  the  proof  of  entry, 
as  successive  descents  are  east,  is  never  considered  as  necessary  to  a 
recovery,  or  in  any  mode  affecting  the  course  of  descent.  If  a  right  of 
entry  therefore  exists,  it  ought  by  analogy  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
tenure  acquired  by  the  husband,  where  no  adverse  possession  exists;  as 
it  is  laid  down  in  the  books  relative  to  a  seisin  in  law,  'he  has  the  thing, 
if  he  has  a  right  to  have  it.'  Such  was  not  the  ancient  law  ;  but  the 
reason  of  it  has  ceased.  It  has  been  shown  that  in  the  most  remote 
periods  exceptions  had  been  introduced  on  the  same  ground  ;  and  in  the 
most  modern,  the  rule  has  been  relaxed  upon  the  same  consideration. 
We  ought  not  to  be  behind  the  British  courts  in  the  liberality  of  our 
views  on  the  subject  of  this  tenure." 

So  in  Jackson  v.  Sellick  the  court  said:  "We  must  take  the  rule 
(requiring  seisin)  with  such  a  construction  as  the  peculiar  state  of  new 
lands  in  this  country  require." 

Both  these  cases  seem  to  proceed  on  the  ground  that  the  wife,  though 
not  actually,  was  yet  constructively  seised  in  deed.  Hence  the  allusion, 
in  each  case,  to  the  fact  that  there  was  no  adverse  possession  to  rebut 
the  presumption.  The  question  whether  an  adverse  possession  would 
be  fatal  to  the  claim  to  curtesy  was  not  presented.  The  cases  in  effect 
decide,  not  that  seisin  in  deed  is  indispensable,  but  that,  if  there  must 
be  seisin,  a  constructive  seisin  is  sufficient.  But  in  Bush  v.  Bradley 
the  question  was  directby  raised.  The  premises,  during  the  whole 
period  of  the  coverture,  were  adversely  held  by  a  third  person.  Yet  the 
husband  was  adjudged  to  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  The  real  estate  law 
of  Connecticut  was,  in  all  respects  material  to  the  present  inquhy,  the 
same  as  that  of  Ohio  ;  and  the  court  held  that,  as  the  reason  of  the  rule 
requiring  seisin  did  not  exist,  seisin  was  unnecessary,  and  that  the 
symmetry  of  the  law  required  this  decision.  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
following  language  of  the  court  in  Stoolfoos  v.  Jenkins,  8  S.  &  R.  175  : 
"The  actual  seisin  of  the  husband  during  coverture  is  necessary  to  en- 
title him,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  b}-  the  common  law;  though  such 
actual  seisin  by  the  husband  is  not  necessary  by  our  law,  if  there  be  a 
potential  seisin,  or  right  of  seisin.  This  has  been  decided  to  be  suffi- 
cient in  this  State."  This  ruling,  as  well  as  the  case  of  Bush  v.  Bradley, 
was  approved  in  the  case  in  5  Rawle,  1G0,  before  cited,  the  court  hold- 
ing that  it  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  husband  to  curtesy,  that  the  wife 
owned  the  land  and  had  a  right"  to  demand  and  recover  the  immediate 
possession  thereof." 

In  the  light  of  these  decisions,  and  the  considerations  upon  which 
thev  rest,  we  can  hardly  err  in  holding  that  the  reason,  or  reasons,  of 
the  rule  requiring  seisin  in  deed,  having  no  existence  in  Ohio,  the  rule 
itself  does  not  exist.  And,  certainly,  the  symmetry  of  our  law  demands 
tlii-.  It  would  be  strange  indeed,  and  only  lead  to  confusion  and  per- 
plexity, if,  while  every  other  tenancy  may  be  created  in  this  State  with- 
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out  entry,  or  regard  to  the  fact  of  adverse  possession,  a  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  could  not.  Nor  does  a  rule  strongly  commend  itself  to  the 
good  sense  of  men  that  makes  the  existence  of  the  estate  depend  upon 
an  almost,  or  quite,  imaginary  distinction  between  seisin  in  law  and 
constructive  seisin  in  deed.  The  constructive  seisin  relied  on  in  Jack- 
son v.  SeUick,  Davis  v.  Mason,  and  Ellsworth  v.  Cook,  was  in  sub- 
stance nothing  but  a  seisin  in  law.  It  is  a  mere  fiction  to  say  that  a 
man  is  actually  possessed  of  that  which  is  in  no  one's  possession,  and 
it  is  plainly  untrue  to  say  so  when  the  thing  is  in  the  possession  of 
another.  The  reasoning  of  the  courts  in  all  these  cases,  if  carried  to  its 
legitimate  result,  makes  seisin  in  deed,  either  actual  or  constructive, 
wholly  unnecessary  ;  and  this  result  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  principles 
of  the  common  law.  For  even  at  common  law  a  seisin  in  law  is 
sufficient  to  give  curtesy  in  all  inheritances  created  without  entry. 
3  Bac.  Abr.  12  ;  Jackson  v.  Johnson,  5  Cow.  98  ;  Ellsworth  v.  ( 'ook, 
8  Pai<*e,  643.  It  is  therefore  a  mere  application  of  a  common  law 
principle  to  say  that  a  seisin  in  law  is  sufficient  in  Ohio,  where  in  no 
case  is  an  entry  necessary  to  create  an  inheritance.  In  the  case  before 
us,  Mrs.  Borland  was  seised  in  law,  for  "  seisin  in  law  is  a  righl  to 
lands  and  tenements,  though  the  owner  is  by  wrong  disseised  of  them." 
G  Jacob's  Law  Diet  11.  Her  husband,  there  being  issue  born,  became 
tenant  by  the  curtesy,  and  as  he  was  yet  in  life  when  the  eject ment  was 
brought  by  ber  heirs,  the  Common  Pleas  did  right  to  nonsuit  them 

The  decision  of  this  case  also  decides  the  case  of  Doe  ex.  •!>.,,,.  Hunt,  r 
et  al.  v.  Dun-ell ;  the  only  difference  in  the  cases  being  that  there  was 
an  adverse  possession  in  the  one,  and  not  in  the  other.1 

tra,   Mercer  v.  Selden,  1  How.  37  (1843)  ;  Den  d.  Eopper  v.  Dcmarcst   1  Zab. 
525  (1848). 
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WATKINS  v.  THORNTON. 

Supreme  Court  of  Ohio.     18G0. 

[Reported  11  Ohio  St.  367.] 

EsROB  to  the  District  Court  of  Scioto  County. 

The  action  below  was  brought  under  the  code,  by  the  defendants  in 
error,  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  real  estate.  The  facts  of  the 
case,  as  shown  by  an  agreed  statement  of  counsel,  and  the  special  find- 
ing of  the  District  Court,  areas  follows:  — 

In  October,  1*17.  John  II.  Thornton  died  testate,  having  devised 
the  premises  in  controversj'  to  his  wife,  Sally  Thornton,  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  daughter,  Sarah  Ann  Thornton,  in  fee  simple. 

The  widow  of  the  testator  remained  in  possession  of  the  premises, 
under  the  will,  till  her  death,  in  December,  1851. 

The  daughter,  Sarah  Ann  Thornton,  intermarried,  in  June,  1848,  with 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  Jefferson  L.  Watkins,  by  whom  she  had  issue  Ida 
Watkins,  born  during  the  coverture,  in  September,  1849. 

31  is.  "Watkins  died  in  September,  1851,  before  the  determination  of 
the  life  estate  of  her  mother,  and  her  daughter  Ida  also  died  in  March, 
1855,  leaving  the  defendants  in  error  her  heirs-at-law. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  District  Court  held  that  the  defendants 
in  error  were  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  accordingly 
rendered  a  judgment  in  their  favor,  which  it  is  now  sought  to  reverse  on 
the  ground  that  Watkins,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  is  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  premises,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  If  this  be  not  so,  it  is  con- 
ceded  that  the  judgment  below  must  be  affirmed. 

A.  G.  Thurman  and  W.  A.  Ilutchins,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

IT.  A.  Toicne,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Scott,  C.  J.  By  the  common  law  there  are  four  requisites  necessary  to 
make  a  tenancy  by  the  curtesy :  marriage,  seisin  of  the  wife,  issue,  and 
tli>'  death  of  the  wife.  As  to  the  seisin  requisite  to  the  creation  of  this 
.  it  said  by  Blackstone,  "  The  seisin  of  the  wife  must  be  an  actual 
seisin,  or  possession  of  the  lands;  not  a  bare  right  to  possess,  which  is 
in  in  law.  lmt  an  actual  possession  which  is  a  seisin  indeed.  And, 
therefore,  a  man  shall  not  he  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  a  remainder  or 
reversion."  2  Bl.  Com.  127.  Such,  beyond  all  question,  is  the  rule 
of  the  common   law  as   to  corporeal  hereditaments. 

This  rule,  requiring  actual  seisin  of  the  wife,  was  not  applied  to  in- 
corporeal hereditaments,  for  the  good  reason,  that,  from  their  nature, 
livery  of  seisin  was  impossible.  As  to  inheritances  of  this  kind,  a  seisin 
in  law  was  deemed  sufficient  to  entitle  the  husband  to  be  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  :  because,  as  was  said  by  Coke:  "The  wife  hath  those  inherit- 
ances which  lie  in  grant  and  not  in  livery,  when  the  right  first  descends 
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upon  her  ;  for  she  has  a  thing  in  grant,  when  she  has  a  right  to  it,  and 
nobody  else  interposes  to  prevent  it."  But  in  respect  to  lands,  inas- 
much as  the  rule  of  the  common  law  required  actual  seisin  of  the  free- 
hold, as  well  as  a  right  to  the  inheritance, OU  the  part  of  the  wife,  during 
the  coverture,  as  a  requisite  to  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  the  result  stated 
by  Blackstone  necessarily  followed,  that  a  man  could  not  be  tenant  by 
the  curtesy  of  a  reversion  or  remainder,  where  there  was  an  outstanding 
estate  of  freehold  in  another.  Such  an  estate,  in  expectancy  merely, 
could,  from  its  nature,  confer  no  right  of  present  possession.  In  ado|  t- 
ing,  in  this  country,  from  the  common  law.  the  tenancy  by  curtesy,  the 
rules  which  prescribe  the  character  or  kind  of  estate  to  which  il  at- 
taches, seem  uniformly  to  have  been  regarded  as  also  adopted.  In  the 
absence  of  statutory  enactments,  the  common  law,  of  which  this  estate 
is  the  creature,  must  furnish  the  rule  on  this  subject.  It  is  accordingly 
laid  down  by  Kent  in  bis  Commentaries,  that"  if  there  be  an  outstanding 
estate  for  life,  the  husband  cannot  be  tenant  by  the  curtesy  of  the  wife's 
estate  in  reversion  or  remainder,  unless  the  particular  estate  be  ended 
during  the  coverture."  4  Kent's  Coin.  28;  Stoddart  v.  (iil>!>s,  l  Sum- 
ner, _:o:3 ;  Blood  v.  Blood,  23  Pick.  80;  7  Mass.  B.  253 :  :.  X.  Hamp. 
B.  169;  MacJcey  v.  Proctor,  12  B.  M.  133 ;  1  Barb.  Ch.  Bep.  598; 
Tayloe  v.  Gould,  10  Barb.  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  388. 

But  the  principal  reason  of  the  rule  requiring  actual  seisin  by  the 
wife,  in  order  to  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  i-  --aid  by  Blackstone  to  be. 
••  because,  in  order  to  entitle  the  husband  to  such  estate,  he  must  have 
begotten  issue  that  may  be  heir  to  the  wife  ;  but  no  one.  by  the  standing 
rule  of  law.  can  be  heir  to  the  ancestor  of  any  land  whereof  the  anc 
.t  actually  seised."     2  Bl.  Com.  128. 

Though  this  principal  reason  of  the  rule  no  longer  exists,  even  in 
England,  yet  it  is  -aid  that  the  rule  itself  remains  there,  unaffected  by 
the  failure  of  its  main  reason.      2  Wend.  Bla.  128,  note  .".•_'.      Bui  in  this 

country  it  lias  been  frequently  held  otherwise.  Where  ownership,  with- 
isin,  regulates  the  descenl  of  real  estate,  and  gives  the  righl  to 
dispose  thereof,  either  by  deed  or  will,  the  rule  requiring  actual  seisin 
in  (Iced  ha-  Im-imi  lnid  not  to  apply.  And  in  none  of  the  States  have 
the  courts  gone  farther  in  this  direction,  than  in  our  own.  In  I 
<:/'  /;  trland  v.  Marshall,  2  <  >hio  St.  Bep.  808,  this  courtj  proceedii 
the  maxim  C  BanU  ratione,  &  at  ipsa  lex,  held,  thai  inasmuch  as 
seisin  of  the  ancestor  was  never  necessary  to  inheritance  in  this  Mate; 
a  husband  may.  therefore,  be  tenant  by  curtesj',  thongh  the  wife  "as 
never  seised  in  deed,  either  actually  or  constructively,  of  the  land-,  and 
thongh  the  Barae  were  adversely  held,  during  coverture,  by  i ther  per- 
son. The  question  was  again  examined,  ami  this  decision  approved,  in 
the  case  of  Merritt  v.  //<</•//,.  :.  Ohio  St.  B  p.  808.  In  the  former  of 
.  the  subject  was  vo-v  fully  considered,  and  the  conclusion 

arrived  at  by  tin'  curt  was  -aid  n<>'  to  be  ••  in  conflict  with  the  princi- 
ples  of  the  common    law.      For,  even    at    common    law.  a    seisin  in   law 

is  sufficient  to  give  curtesy  in  all  Inheritances  created  without  entry. 
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8  Bac  \-2;  Jackson  v.  Johnson,  5  Cowen,  98;  Ellsworth  v.  Cook, 
8  Paige,  648.  It  is,  therefore,  a  mere  application  of  a  common  law 
principle,  to  Bay  that  a  seisin  in  law  is  sufficient  in  Ohio,  where  in  no 
case  is  an  entry  necessary  to  create  an  inheritance." 

With  tin'  rule  established  by  these  cases,  we  are  entirely  satisfied. 
But  we  are  now  asked  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  go  much  farther,  and 
to  hold  that  even  a  seisin  in  law  by  the  wife,  that  is,  a  right  to  possess 
the  pn //lists,  is  not  necessary  to  make  the  husband  tenant  by  the  cur- 
tesy. For  in  the  present  case,  the  life  estate  of  Mrs.  Thornton  was 
outstanding  at  the  death  of  her  daughter,  Mrs.  Watkins,  in  right  of 
whom  the  plaintiff  in  error  claims  the  curtesy.  It  is  clear,  then,  that 
Mrs.  Watkins  had  not,  during  her  life,  a  possession  in  deed,  either  ac- 
tual or  constructive,  of  the  premises  in  controversy,  nor  had  she  any 
right  to  their  possession.  The  actual  seisin  of  the  freehold  was  right- 
fully in  her  mother.  In  the  case  of  Borland's  Lessee  v.  Marshall,  the 
wife  had  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  lands,  though  she  was  wrong- 
fully disseised  of  them  ;  and  this,  the  court  held  to  be  sufficient,  but 
at  the  same  time  carefully  excluded  the  inference,  which  is  now  sought 
to  be  drawn  from  their  reasoning.  When  they  say  the  wife's  right  of 
possession  is  a  sufficient  seisin  to  give  curtesy  to  the  husband,  the  in- 
ference cannot  be  fairly  drawn  that  even  this  right  of  possession  is 
wholly  unnecessary.  Nor  do  we  think  their  reasoning  leads  to  this 
conclusion.  For,  admitting  the  reason  assigned  by  Blackstone  to  be 
the  sole  reason  for  requiring  actual  possession  of  the  lands  by  the  wife, 
it  does  not  follow  that  this  is  also  the  sole  reason  for  requiring  a  right 
of  present  possession.  An  estate,  which,  from  its  nature,  confers  a 
right  of  present  possession,  may  have  been  necessary  for  a  general 
reason  ;  while  actual  possession,  or  livery  of  seisin,  may  have  been 
necessary  for  a  further  and  special  reason.  The  special  reason  requir- 
ing seisin  in  deed,  has  no  existence  in  Ohio,  and  that  part  of  the 
rule  may,  therefore,  he  properly  held  inapplicable,  and  yet  the  pri- 
mary reason,  or  ground,  on  which  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  rests,  may 
be  left  in  full  force,  and  may  require  a  seisin  in  law,  that  is  a  right 
of  possession. 

The  origin  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  appears  to  be  involved  in  ob- 
scuritv,  and  resting  as  it  does  upon  no  clearly  defined  moral  founda- 
tion, it  must  be  regarded  as  the  mere  creature  of  the  law.  In  the  case 
of  Stoolfoos  v.  Jenkins,  8  Serg.  &  Rawle,  175,  it  was  said  by  the  court 
(Duncan,  J.),  "  The  husband's  interest  in  the  land  is  not  the  land  itself. 
Even  if  he  had  issue  by  her,  he  has  but  a  life  estate,  and  that  only,  in 
strictness,  where  he  reduces  it  into  possession,  during  the  coverture. 
The  actual  seisin  of  the  husband  during  coverture  is  necessary  to  entitle 
him,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  by  the  common  law ;  though  such  actual 
seisin  by  the  husband  is  not  necessary  by  our  law,  if  there  be  &  potential 

-in,  or  right  of  seisin.  This  has  been  decided  to  be  sufficient  in  this 
State.  It  is  an  excrescence  of  the  wife's  seisin.  He  is  seised  injure 
uxoris.     If  it  be  a  chattel  of  his  wife's,  it  is  his  absolutely ;  if  a  chose 
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in  action,  and  he  reduces  it  into  possession,  it  is  his  ;  but  if  he  does  not, 
and  she  survives  him,  it  is  hers." 

The  husband's  right  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  a  mere  continuation 
of  the  right  possessed  during  coverture,  and  the  policy  of  the  law  is,  in 
the  main,  similar  both  as  to  the  wife's  real  and  personal  estate.  The 
husband  shall  not,  upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  lie  deprived  of  her  chattels 
or  choses  in  action,  which  he  has  reduced  to  possession  during  the  cov- 
erture  ;  nor,  if  lie  has  had  issue  by  her,  for  whose  nurture  and  main- 
tenance he  has  become  chargeable,  shall  he  be  turned  out  of  possession 
of  her  lands,  which  such  issue  might  have  inherited  from  her.  Buf  in 
either  case,  his  rights  are  a  mere  continuation  of  those  acquired  during 
coverture,  and  can  become  no  greater  than  they  were  during  the  wife's 
life.  If,  then,  there  was  no  right  of  present  seisin  in  the  wife  dining 
coverture,  by  reason  of  an  outstanding  estate  of  freehold  in  another, 
there  could  be  no  estate  in  possession,  to  be  continued  to  the  husband 
—  and  the  inheritance  of  the  wife,  being  an  estate  in  expectancy  only, 
must  descend  immediately  to  her  heirs. 

But  it  is  said  that  Mrs.  Watkins  had  a  vested  remainder  in  the  pre- 
mises, which  was  inheritable  by  her  issue  ;  or  in  other  words,  that  BUe 
had  seisin  in  law  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and  that  this  ease  is  there- 
fore not  distinguishable,  upon  principle,  from  the  case  of  Borland  v. 
Marshall.  Bui  we  apprehend  there  is  a  clear  and  substantial  distinction 
between  a  seisin  in  law  of  lands,  which  implies  a  right  of  present  pos- 
session, and  a  seisin  in  law  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  in  expectancy, 
therein,  which,  in  the  ease  of  an  outstanding  freehold,  excludes  all  right 
of  present  possession.  A  distinction  has  always  been  taken  in  plead- 
ing, by  the  rides  of  the  common  law,  between  a  reversion  depending 
upon  an  estate  for  life,  and  one  expectant  on  the  determination  of  a 
lease  for  years.      In  the   latter  ease  tin;   party  might   plead    that   he  was 

seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  but  in  the  former  he  could  only  plead 

that   he  was   seized    CIS  Of  fee  (6  .Jacobs'  L.   Diet.    II  |  ;    Dyer.   185,  257. 

The  former  expression  imported  manual  occupation,  while  the  latter 
did  not.  The  distinction  is  still  more  obvious  where  no  estate  of  any 
kind  intervenes  to  prevent  present  enjoymenl  of  the  inheritance.  W  here 
the  estate  consists  of  a  rent,  actual  seisin,  that  is,  receipt  of  the  rent  by 

the  wife  or  the  husband,  during  coverture,  is  not  nectary,  even  in  Eng- 
land, to  give  the  husband  a  right  by  the  curtesy.  Still,  there  must  have 
been,  during  coverture,  a  present  right  to  receive  the  rent  when  ii  should 
become  payable. 

In  Pennsylvania,  while  the  rule  of  the  common  law  requiring  seisin 
in  deed  is  rejected,  because  there,  as  well  as  here,  the  reason  of  it  ie 
Inapplicable,  yet  the  courts  hold  thai  there  can  be  no  tenanc}  by  the 
curtesy  of  a  remainder  or  reversion,  expectanl  upon  an  estate  for  life, 
if  the  particular  estate  continue  till  the  death  of  the  wife.  Chew  \. 
Com.  of  Southieark,  5  Rawle,  160.  In  this  case,  the  court  Bald:  "  It 
is  not  necessary  to  entitle  a  husband  to  claim  by  the  curtesy  in  this 
state,  that  there  should  have  been,  what  is  considered  in  England, an 
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actual  seisin  of  the  wife,  or  the  husband,  during  the  coverture.  It  is 
sufficient  if  she  were  invested  with  the  title  to  an  estate  of  inheritance, 
and  had  seisin  of  the  freehold  thereof  in  law,  by  having  a  right  to  de- 
mand and  receive  the  rent  accruing  from  the  enjoyment  of  it,  cither  by 
a  tenant  at  will  or  for  a  term  of  years,  if  out  of  lease  ;  or  otherwise  to 
demand  and  recover  the  immediate  possession  thereof;  or  as  the  late 
Mr.  Justice  Duncan  expresses  it  in  Stoolfoos  v.  Jenkins,  8  Serg.  & 
Rawle,  IT."*,  "if  there  was  ,-i  potential  seisin  or  right  of  seisin.  .  .  . 
Bui  -till."  say  the  court,  "  there  must  be  a  seisin  of  the  freehold, 
:i-  \\<  il  as  a  right  to  the  inheritance,  during  the  coverture,  or  what 
shall  be  deemed  equivalent  thereto,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the 
eslate. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law  has  thus  been  substantially  preserved, 
as  well  in  this  State  as  in  others.  And  to  change  it,  in  matter  of 
substance,  by  giving  the  husband  a  right  by  the  curtesy,  where  there 
has  been,  during  coverture,  not  even  a  potential  seisin  of  the  freehold, 
would  be  the  exercise  of  legislative  power.  And  so  long  as  a  right  of 
seisin  of  the  freehold  is  necessary  to  give  dower  to  the  wife,  it  is  not 
easy  to  assign  a  satisfactory  reason  why  the  counter  estate  by  the  cur- 
tesy should  be  more  favored.  At  all  events,  we  can  but  declare  what 
the  law  is. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  must  be  affirmed. 

Sutliff,  Peck,  Gholson,  and  Brinkerhoff,  JJ.,  concurred. 


McNEER   v.    McNEER. 
Supreme  Court  of  Illinois.     1892. 

[Reported  142  111.  388.] 

Writ  of  error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Vermilion  County  ;  the  Hon. 
Edward  P.  Vail,  Judge,  presiding. 

Mr.  I).  D.  Evans,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  E.  R.  E.  Kimbrough,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  Justice  Magruder  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  This 
is  an  agreed  case,  made  by  the  parties  to  a  partition  suit  in  chan- 
cery in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Vermilion  County,  and  filed  in  that  court, 
and  certified  to  this  court,  together  with  the  decision  of  the  Circuit 
Court  thereon,  by  the  clerk  of  said  Circuit  Court  under  section  74  of 
the  Practice  Act.  The  Circuit  Court  granted  the  relief  asked  for  by 
the  complainants  in  the  original  bill  as  finally  amended,  and  sustained  a 
demurrer  to  the  cross-bill  filed  by  the  defendants  below  and  dismissed 
said  cross-bill.  The  facts,  as  agreed  to,  are  that  Valentine  McNeer, 
one  of  the  defendants  in  error,  is  the  surviving  husband  of  Sarah  A. 
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McXeer,  deceased;  that  in  1858  the  said  Sarah  became  seized  in  fee 
of  the  lands  in  controversy  located  in  said  county;  that  in  1868  she 
intermarried  with  the  said  Valentine;  that  in  1870  Franklin  0.  McNeer, 
one  of  the  defendants  below  and  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  here,  was 
born  to  the  said  Sarah  and  Valentine,  the  issue  of  their  said  marriage  ; 
that  in  1878  the  said  Sarah  died  seized  of  said  lands,  and  leaving  her 
surviving  the  said  Valentine,  her  husband,  and  the  said  Franklin  O. 
and  others,  her  children  and  heirs-at  law.  It  being  agreed,  that  there 
was  seizin  in  fee  in  the  wife  in  1858,  marriage  in  1868.  birth  of  issue 
capable  of  inheriting  in  1870,  and  death  of  the  wife  in  1878,  the  ques- 
tion presented  for  decision  is  this  :  Is  the  surviving  husband  entitled  to 
an  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  the  real  estate  of  which  his  wife  died  seized 
in  fee,  or  is  he  limited  to  dower  therein  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  relative  to  dower  in  force  since  1871?  By  the  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  said  lands  was  declared 
in  favor  of  Valentine  McNeer,  and  it  was  ordered  that  he  should 
have,  during  his  life,  the  use,  issues,  rents  and  profits  of  said  lands, 
free  from  the  interference  of  any  of  the  heirs-at  law  of  his  dec( 
wife.  Sarah,  etc.  The  errors  assigned  question  the  correctness  of  this 
decree. 

Section  1  of  the  Dower  Act,  which  went  into  force  on  July  1,  1874, 
provides,  "that  the  estate  of  curtesy  is  hereby  abolished,  and  the  sur- 
viving husband  or  wife  shall  be  endowed  of  the  third  part  of  all  the 
lands  whereof  the  deceased  husband  or  wife  was  seized  of  an  estate  of 
inheritance,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  relinquished  in  legal  form." 
1  Starr  &  Cur.  Ann.  Stat.,  p.  896.  Mrs.  McNeer  was  alive  when  this 
Act  went  into  force,  her  death  not  having  occurred  until  four  years 
thereafter.  If,  when  the  Act  became  a  law,  Valentine  McXeer  had 
had  an  estate  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  the  Act  would  not 
have  had  the  effect  of  depriving  him  of  that  estate,  and  reducing  it  to 
an  estate  of  dower,  as  defined  in  said  section  above  quoted. 

At  common  law.  by  virtue  of  the  marriage  alone,  and  without  the 
birth  of  issue,  the  husband  was  seized  of  an  estate,  during  coverture, 
in  the  lauds  held  by  his  wife  in  fee.  He  is  -aid  to  have  been  seized  of 
the  freehold  jure  uxoris.     He  took  the  rents  and   profits  during  the 

joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  wife.  This  estate  was  ended  by  the 
death  of  the  wife  or  the  death  of  tin    husband.     It  applies  to  land. 

in  which    the  wife   was  Beized  of  an   estate-  of  inheritance   cither  at   the 

time  of  the  marriage,  or  after  the  marriage.  "  It  is  a  freehold  estate 
in  the  husband,  since  it  musl  continue  during  their  joinl  lives,  and  it 
may  by  possibility  last  during  his  life."  It  has  sometimes  been  called 
a  "tenancy  by  the  marital  right."  It  was  liable  to  lie  Bold  on  execu- 
tion a^aiiist  the  hnsl.and.  2  Kent's  Coin.  I80j  1  Bish.  on  I. a  v.  of 
Mar.  Women.  529,  581 ;  Coli  v.  Van  Riper,  II  111.  58;  /:■■:<'>■//,  v. 
Largent,  128  111.  95.  "This  is  a  vested  estate  in  him;  and  ...  it  is 
not  competent  for  legislation,  withoul  hi-  consent,  t"  take  it  from  him 
an  1  give  it  hack  to  the  wife."  2  Bish.  on  I.aw  of  Mar  Worn  sect  10; 
//       v.  Sanderson,  88  III.  247  \   Kibbii  v.  Williams,  58  id.  80. 
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l>ut  the  estate  during  coverture,  or  tenancy  by  the  marital  right,  is 
quite  different  from  tenancy  by  the  curtesy,  particularly  in  the  fact  that 
the  former  does  not  continue  after  the  wife's  death.  As  soon  as  issue 
was  born,  the  estate  of  the  husband  was  changed  in  its  character.  lHr 
the  birth  of  issue  he  became  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  and  as  such 
was  entitled  to  an  estate  in  his  wife's  hands  in  his  own  right  and  for  liis 
own  life.  This  estate  became  consummate  upon  the  death  of  the  wife. 
Four  tilings  are  requisite  to  an  estate  by  the  curtesy  :  lawful  marriage, 
actual  seizin  of  the  wife,  issue  capable  of  inheriting,  and  death  of  the  wife. 
The  first  three  without  the  last  constitute  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initi- 
ate. The  husband's  estate  is  initiate  on  issue  had,  and  consummate  on 
the  death  of  the  wife.  4  Kent's  Com.  pages  28-30  ;  Cole  v.  Van  Riper, 
44  III.  58  ;  Bozarth  v.  Largent,  supra.  The  estate  of  tenancy  by  the 
curtesy  initiate  could  be  seized  and  sold  on  execution  against  the  hus- 
band.    Cole  v.  Van  Riper,  supra. 

The  weight  of  authority  is  in  favor  of  the  position,  that  the  estate  of 
tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate,  as  it  existed  under  the  common  law,  and 
before  it  was  qualified  by  the  modern  statutes  enlarging  the  rights 
of  married  women,  was  a  vested  estate,  and  could  not  be  destroyed 
by  legislation  which  took  effect  after  it  came  into  existence.  We 
are  aware,  that  there  are  some  authorities  which  hold  to  the  con- 
trary; but  we  think  that  they  fail  to  distinguish  between  the  estate 
as  it  existed  before  the  passage  of  what  are  known  as  the  "  married 
woman's  Acts,"  and  as  it  came  to  be  after  the  passage  of  those  Acts. 
It  will  also  be  found  upon  examination,  that  many  of  the  cases  cited  in 
support  of  the  position  that  the  right  of  curtesy  initiate  is  not  a  vested 
right,  do  not  go  as  far  in  that  direction  as  they  are  claimed  to  go, 
either  because  they  are  based  upon  the  language  of  particular  statutes, 
or  because  their  facts  do  not  squarely  present  the  question.  It  cannot 
be,  that  an  interest  in  propert}'  which  can  be  seized  on  execution  and 
sold  by  creditors  in  payment  of  their  debts,  is  not  such  a  vested  interest 
as  the  fundamental  law  will  protect  from  destruction  b}r  retroactive 
legislation.  Shortall  v.  Hinckley,  31  111.  219;  Jacobs  v.  Rice,  33  id. 
369  ;  Lang  v.  Hitchcock,  99  id.  550;   Gag  v.  Gag,  123  id.  221. 

In  Shortall  v.  Hinckley,  supra,  where  seizin  of  the  wife,  marriage 
anil  birth  of  issue  had  all  occurred  before  the  passage  of  the  Act  of 
1861  hereinafter  referred  to,  we  said:  "At  the  death  of  Hiram  Gil- 
son,  all  these  sisters  were  married,  and  had  children  then  living,  the 
issue  of  their  several  marriages.  Their  husbands  thereby  became 
invested  with,  or  entitled  to,  a  life  estate  in  their  wives'  share  of 
this  property  by  the  curtesy  initiate.  .  .  .  This  interest  of  the  hus- 
band in  his  wife's  property  is  a  vested  legal  estate  subject  to  sale  on 
execution,  or  b}'  himself.  He  could  have  leased  it  to  the  extent  of  the 
whole  or  any  portion  of  the  term.  .  .  .  The  estate  of  the  husband  is 
carved  out  of  and  is  a  distinct  estate  from  hers.  He  holds  it  as  if  he 
had  acquired  it  b\'  deed,  and  it  is  liable  to  all  the  incidents  of  an}' 
other  freehold  or  life  estate,  until  it  is  again  merged  into  the  fee  simple. 
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If  he  were  to  convey  or  lease  it,  the  title  of  the  grantee  or  lessee  could 
not  be  defeated  by  the  husband  and  wife  joining  in  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance. .  .  .  Until  the  death  of  the  husband,  his  grantee  would  be 
entitled  to  hold  the  premises,"  etc.  In  Rose  v.  Sanderson,  supra,  it 
was  held,  that  both  the  husband's  estate  during  coverture  and  his 
estate  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate  were  such  vested  interests, 
that  the  Legislature  could  not  take  them  from  the  husband  and  give 
them  to  the  wife.  Clark  v.  Thompson,  -17  111.  25;  Noble  v.  McFar- 
land,  51  111.  22G  ;  ffenson  v.  Moore,  101  id.  103.  Cooley  in  his  work 
on  Constitutional  Limitations  (6th  ed.  p.  440),  in  speaking  of  the  vested 
rights,  which  the  husband  had  at  common  law,  says :  "  He  could  have 
a  right  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate  in  the  wife's  estates  of  inherit- 
ance the  moment  a  child  was  born  of  the  marriage,  who  might  bv  pos- 
sibility become  heir  to  such  estates.  This  right  would  be  property, 
subject  to  conveyance  and  to  be  taken  for  debts  ;  and  must  therefore 
be  regarded  as  a  vested  right,  no  more  subject  to  legislative  interference 
than  other  expectant  interests  which  have  ceased  to  be  mere  contin- 
gencies and  become  fixed.  But  while  this  interest  remains  in  expec- 
tancy merely  —  that  is  to  say,  until  it  becomes  initiate  —  the  legislature 
may  have  full  power  to  modify  or  even  abolish  it."  Wyatt  v.  Smith, 
25  W.  Va.  813.  Although  Bishop  in  his  work  on  the  Law  of  Married 
Women  presents  one  view  of  the  husband's  initiate  right  of  curtcsv, 
which  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  it  could  be  cut  off  bv  legisla- 
tion at  any  time  before  it  became  consummate  by  the  death  of  the  wife, 
3  et  he  presents  another  view  which  he  holds  to  be  the  better  one ;  and 
"it  is  that,  by  the  birth  of  a  child,  the  estate  by  the  marital  right  is 
extended  in  duration  to  become  an  estate,  not  for  the  mere  joint  lives 
of  himself  and  wife,  but  for  his  own  life;  and  that  it  is  this  enlarged 
estate,  not  the  mere  possibility,  which  is  termed  tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
initiate.  In  this  view  the  husband's  rights  cannot  constitutionally  be 
taken  away  after  a  child  is  born."  2  Bish.  on  Law  of  Mar.  Wbm. 
sec.  18.  He  gives  the  following  as  the  conclusion  to  be  derived  from 
an  examination  of  the  authorities,  namely:  "curtesy  initiate  is  an 
vested  in  the  husband,  ami  .  .  .  consequently  it,  cannot  be 
taken    from   him  and   given   to  the   wife  by  a  mere  statute." 

When,  however,  the  Act  of  1871  went  into  effect,  Valentine  McXeer 
did  not  have  an  estate  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate  a-   it   existed 

at  the  common  law,  but  as  it  existed  under  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of 
"-:ate,  approved  February  21,  1861,  and  in  force  April  24,  1861, 

entitled,  an  '•  Act  to  protect  married  women  in  I  heir  separate  proper!  v." 

As  his  marriage  did  not  take  place  until  1868,  and  the  issue  thereof 
was  not  born  until  1870,  he  acquired  hi-  interest  in  his  wife's  property 
while  the  Acl  of  1863  was  in  force  and  Biibject  to  its  provisions.    That 

Act  provides,    "  that,  all  the  property,  both  real  and  personal,  beloi 

to  any  married  woman,  a-  her  sole  and  separate  property,  or  which  any 

woman  hereafter  married  owns  at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  or  which 
any  married  woman,  during  coverture,  acquires  in  good  faith  from  any 
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person  other  than  her  husband  by  descent,  devise  or  otlicrwiso,  together 
with  all  the  rents,  issues,  increase  and  profits  thereof,  shall,  notwith- 
standing her  marriage,  he  ami  remain,  during  coverture,  her  sole  and 

separate  property,  under  her  sole  control,  and  he  held,  owned,  pos- 
sessed and  enjoyed  by  her  the  same  as  though  she  was  sole  and 
unmarried  ;  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  disposal,  control  or  in- 
terference of  her  husband,  and  shall  be  exempt  from  execution  or 
attachment  for  the  debts  of  her  husband." 

The  Act  of  1861  did  not  destroy  the  estate  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy 
initiate.  Cole  v.  Van  Riper,  supra  :  Freeman  v.  Ilartmun,  45  111.  57; 
Armstrong  v.  Wilson,  60  id.  226.  lint  the  estate  was  materially  modi- 
lied  and  changed  by  that  Act.  The  estate  known  as  the  estate  during 
coverture,  or  "  tenancy  by  the  marital  right,"  was  thereby  substantially 
abolished.  Cole  v.  \'"n  Hijier,  supra.  Under  the  Act,  the  husband 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate  had  no  control  over  his  wife's  lands. 
His  interest  as  such  tenant  could  not  be  conveyed  by  him,  nor  was  it 
subject  to  execution.  If  the  wife  died  seized  of  her  lands,  he  was 
entitled  to  hold  them  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.  His  estate  became 
consummate  upon  her  death,  if  she  had  not  disposed  of  her  real  estate 
during  her  life.  So  long  as  she  lived,  however,  his  interest,  in  her  land 
lacked  those  elements  of  property,  such  as  the  power  of  disposition 
and  liability  to  sale  on  execution,  which  had  formerly  given  it  the 
character  of  a  vested  estate.  Under  the  Act  the  wife  could  dispose 
of  her' separate  estate  by  will.  In  re  Tidier,  79  111.  99.  She  could 
not,  however,  convey  her  lands  without  the  consent  of  her  husband, 
manifested  by  joining  in  the  deed.      Cole  v.  Van  Riper,  supra. 

In  speaking  of  the  estate  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  as  affected  by 
the  Act  of  1861,  we  said,  in  Cole  v.  Van  Riper,  supra,:  "  It  is  during 
coverture  that  the  property  of  the  wife  is  clothed  with  these  new  quali- 
ties, leaving  the  existing  law  unchanged,  as  to  the  disposition  of  the 
wife's  property  at  her  death;  "  in  Beach  v.  Miller,  51  111.  206  :  "  The 
husband's  right  to  the  curtesy  is  contingent,  and  until  it  vests  he  has 
no  present  interest  in  the  land.  It  does  not  vest  in  the  husband  until 
the  death  of  the  wife;"  in  Martin  v.  Rohson,  65  111.  129:  "  He  (the 
husband)  has  now  only  a  modified  tenancy  by  the  curtes}',  dependent 
upon  a  contingency,  and  no  estate  vests  during  the  life  of  the  wife. 
This  is  rather  a  shadowy  estate.  It  is  an  interest  which  may  possibly 
ripen  into  something  tangible  in  the  uncertain  future.  .  .  .  This  estate, 
at  best,  is  now  a  bare  possibility;"  in  Lucas  v.  Lucas,  103  111.  12]  : 
"  Since  the  Act  of  1861,  the  husband's  right  to  the  curtesy  in  the  land 
of  his  wife  is  contingent,  and  does  not  vest  in  the  husband  until  the 
death  of  the  wife  ;  "  in  Bozarth  v.  Largent,  supra  :  "  After  the  passage 
of  the  Act  (of  1861)  .  .  .  the  estate  by  the  curtesy  in  the  lands  of  the 
wife  did  not  vest  in  the  husband  until  the  death  of  the  wife." 

It  is  thus  manifest,  that  the  estate  of  tenanc}'  by  the  curtesy  initiate, 
as  changed  and  modified  by  the  Act  of  1861,  was  very  much  such  an 
interest  as  dower ;  except  that  the  life  estate  of  the  husband  after  the 
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death  of  the  wife  was  in  the  whole  of  the  land,  instead  of  attaching  to 
only  one-third  of  it.  The  estate  by  curtesy  was  like  dower,  in  that  it 
could  not  be  aliened  separately  from  the  fee,  nor  by  a  deed  in  which 
the  wife  did  not  join.  It  was  like  dower  in  that  it  was  not  subject 
to  execution.  It  was  like  dower  in  that,  before  the  death  of  the 
holder  of  the  principal  estate,  it  was  a  contingency,  an  expectancy,  a 
possibility. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  a  mere  expectation  of  property  in  the  future 
is  not  a  vested  right,  and  may  be  changed,  modified,  or  abolished 
by  legislative  action.  Cooley's  Cons.  Liin.,  6  ed.,  pages  438  to 
440;  Richardson  v.  Aiken,  87  111.  138;  Weidenger  v.  Spruance,  101 
id.  278. 

It  is  not  denied,  that  the  Act  of  1861  had  the  effect  of  so  changing 
and  modifying  the  estate  of  tenancy  by  the  curtesy  initiate  as  to  assimi- 
late that  estate  in  its  essential  features  to  the  ordinary  right  of  dower. 
But  it  is  said,  that  this  Court  has  held  the  inchoate  right  of  dower  to  be 
a  vested  interest  in  land  which  the  Legislature  had  no  power  to  change 
by  a  retrospective  enactment.  It  is  true,  that  such  a  decision  was 
made  by  this  Court  in  Russell  v.  Rumsey,  35  111.  362,  and  referred  to 
without  disapproval  in  Rose  v.  Sanderson,  38  111.  247,  and  Steele  v.  Gel- 
latly,  11  id.  39.  But  in  other  cases  this  Court  has  expressed  views, 
which  are  cither  directly  or  impliedly  opposed  to  the  decision  in  the 
Russell  case. 

In  Blain  v.  Harrison,  11  111.  384,  we  said:  "The  right  of  dower  in 
a  married  woman  is  a  mere  intangible,  inchoate,  contingent  expec- 
tancy, and  even  in  a  widow,  until  it  is  assigned,  it  is  no  estate  in  the 
land,  but  it  is  a  right  resting  in  action  only,  and  it  cannot  be  aliened." 
In  Hoots  v.  Graham,  23  111.  81,  we  said  of  dower:  "  It  is  a  personal 
right  that  lies  only  in  action  and  not  in  grant  before  it  is  assigned.  .  .  . 
The  situation  of  a  doweress  after  the  death  of  her  husband  and  before 
assignment  is  very  peculiar.  Although  by  that  event  the  title  ofdower 
becomes  consummated,  the  title  of  entry  does  not  accrue  until  the  min- 
isterial act  of  assigning  to  her  a  third  part  in  certainty  has  been  per- 
formed by  the  proper  persons."  In  Robbinsy.  Kinzie,45  [11.854,  it  was 
said,  that  the  inchoate  righl  of  dower  is  not  a  present  interest  or  estate 
in  lands.  The  doctrine  of  Blain  v.  Harrison,  supra,  was  reaffirmed  in 
Johnson  v.  Montgomery,  51  111.  L85,  and  Best  v.  Jenks,  123  id.  117. 
In  Henson  v.  Moore,  lot  111.  in:;,  the  inchoate  right  of  dower  was  -aid 
to  lie  a  mere  expectancy,  and.  therefore,  not  a  treated  interest,  and  the 
opinion  in  that  i  the  following  language :  "The  right  of  dower, 

which  a  wife  may  have  in  the  estate  of  the  husband  before  hi-  death,  is 

one  which  may  be  changed  iii  Buch  manner  a-  the  Legislature  may  think 
for  the  beat  interests  of  the  people,     it  may  be  entirely  abolished  or  it. 

may  lie  changed."     In  the  m recent  oasi    otQoodkindx.  Bartlett, 

;.  18,  we  have  Baid:  "  An  '.tat.'  ofdower  is  a  freehold  estate,  hut 
a  righl  of  .lower  in  a  married  woman  before  it  ha-  become  consummate 
by  the  .hath  ..f  her  husband,  i-  a  mere  intangible,  inchoate  and  contin- 
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gent  expectancy,  and  not  only  is  not  an  estate  in  land,  but  does  not 
even  rise  to  the  dignity  of  a  vested  right." 

In  view  of  the  conflict  which  thus  seems  to  exist  (Cool  v.  Jackman,  13 
Bind.  560)  between  the  Russell  ease  and  the  other  eases  above  referred 
to,  we  are  inclined  to  adopt  the  later  utteranees  of  the  Court  as  the  law 
upon  this  subject,  and  to  hold  Unit  the  right  of  dower,  to  whieh  a  mar- 
ried woman  is  entitled  in  her  husband's  real  estate  before  his  death,  is 
not  a  vested  interest,  and  may  be  changed  by  the  Legislature  at  any 
time  before  the  death  of  the  husband.  Of  course  the  same  rule  applies 
to  the  husband's  right  of  dower  in  his  wife's  real  estate  under  the  law 
as  it  now  stands.  This  view  is  in  harmony  with  the  decisions  of  the 
Federal  Supreme  Court,  and  of  many  of  the  States,  and  with  the  con- 
clusions of  most  of  the  text  writers.  Bishop  on  Law  of  Married  Women 
(Vol.  2,  sec,  42),  says:  "The  wife's  contingent  right  to  dower  in  her 
husband's  lands,  should  she  survive  him,  is  a  valuable  interest,  but  it 
is  not  a  vested  one.  It  is  a  contingency  of  which  indeed  the  husband 
cannot  at  the  common  law  bar  her  by  his  own  act ;  yet  being  a  con- 
tingency, and  not  a  vested  thing,  a  statute  may  constitutionally  take  it 
from  her."  Cooley's  Cons.  Lim.,  6  ed.,  page  441  ;  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
of  Law,  page  904  ;  Stewart's  Husband  and  Wife,  sec.  262  ;  Melizet's 
Appeal,  17  Pa.  St.  449  ;  55  Am.  Dec.  573  ;  Noel  v.  Ewing,  9  Ind.  37  ; 
Lucas  v.  Sawyer,  17  Iowa,  517 ;  Barbour  v.  Barbour,  46  Me.  9 ;  Magee 
v.  Young,  40  Miss.  164;  Moore  v.  The  Mayor,  8N.Y.  110;  Reynolds 
v.  Reynolds,  24  Wend.  193;  Sewallx.  Lee,  9  Mass.  363;  Strong  v. 
Clem,  12  Ind.  37  ;  Weaver  v.  Grey,  6  Ohio  St.  547;  Randall  v.  Kreiger, 
23  Wallace,  148. 

In  the  case  of  Randall  v.  Kreiger,  supra,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  say  :  "  During  the  life  of  the  husband  the  right  (of  dower) 
is  a  mere  expectancy  or  possibility.  In  that  condition  of  things  the 
law  making  power  may  deal  with  it  as  may  be  deemed  proper.  It  is 
not  a  natural  right.  It  is  wholly  given  by  law,  and  the  power  that 
gave  it  may  increase,  diminish  or  otherwise  alter  it,  or  wholly  take  it 
away.  .  .  .Upon  the  death  of  the  husband  ...  the  rights  of  the 
widow  .  .  .  become  fixed  and  vested." 

When  the  Act  of  1874  went  into  force,  Valentine  McNeer's  interest 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  initiate  had  not  become  consummate  by  the 
death  of  his  wife.  Therefore,  inasmuch  as  that  interest  had  been  acquired 
under  the  Act  of  1861  and  had  been  so  changed  and  modified  by  the 
latter  Act  as  to  be  stripped  of  the  essential  elements  of  a  vested  estate 
and  had  been  reduced  in  character  to  the  condition  of  the  ordinary 
inchoate  right  of  dower,  except  that  it  applied  to  the  whole  of  Mrs. 
McNeer's  lands  instead  of  one  third  thereof,  it  follows  that  such 
interest  was  abolished  by  the  Act  of  1874.  Under  the  latter  Act, 
he  became  entitled  to  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  his  wife's  lands; 
and  this  right  became  consummate  upon  her  death  in  1878.  Hence, 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  below  erred  in  granting  the  relief 
asked  for  in  the  original  bill,  and  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the 
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cross-bill,  and  dismissing  the  same,  and  thereby  declaring  an  estate 
by  the  curtesy  in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error,  Valentine  McNeer. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded to  that  Court  for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with 
the  views  therein  expressed. 

Decree  reversed. 

Note.  —  On  curtesy  in  equitable  estates,  see  Ames,  Cases  on  Trusts  (2d  ed.), 
379-384. 
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Oil  A  PT  ER      II. 

DOW  Kit. 
NdTB.  — Ou  the  subject  of  this  chapter  consult  Scribner  on  Dower. 


SECTION    I. 

NATURE    OF    DOWER. 

Lit.  §  36.  Tenant  in  dower  is,  where  a  man  is  seised  of  certain 
Ian  Is  or  tenements  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail  general,  or  as  heir  in  special 
tail,  and  taketh  a  wife,  and  dieth,  the  wife  after  the  decease  of  her  hus- 
band shall  be  endowed  of  the  third  part  of  such  hinds  and  tenements 
as  wire  her  husband's  at  any  time  during  the  coverture,  to  have  and  to 
hold  to  the  same  wife  in  severalty  by  metes  and  bounds  for  term  of  her 
life,  whether  she  hath  issue  by  her  husband  or  no,  and  of  what  age 
soever  the  wife  be,  so  as  she  be  past  the  age  of  nine  years  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  her  husband,  otherwise  she  shall  not  be  endowed. 

Lit.  §  37.  And  note,  that  by  the  common  law  the  wife  shall  have 
for  her  dower  but  the  third  part  of  the  tenements  which  were  her  hus- 
band's during  the  espousals  ;  but  by  the  custom  of  some  county,  she 
shall  have  the  half,  and  by  the  custom  in  some  town  or  borough,  she 
shall  have  the  whole  ;  and  in  all  these  cases  she  shall  be  called  tenant 
in  dower. 

Lit.  §  38.  Also,  there  be  two  other  kinds  of  dower,  viz.,  dower 
which  is  called  dowment  at  the  church  door,  and  dower  called  dowment 
by  the  father's  assent. 

Lit.  §  39.  Dowment  at  the  church  door  is,  where  a  man  of  full  age 
seised  in  fee  simple,  who  shall  be  married  to  a  woman,  and  when  lie 
th  to  the  church  door  to  be  married,  there,  after  affiance  and  troth 
plighted  between  them,  he  endoweth  the  woman  of  his  whole  land,  or 
of  the  half,  or  other  lesser  part  thereof,  and  there  openly  doth  de- 
clare the  quantify  and  the  certainty  of  the  land  which  she  shall  have 
for  her  dower.  In  this  case  the  wife,  after  the  death  of  the  husband, 
may  enter  into  the  said  quantity  of  land  of  which  her  husband  endowed 
her,  without  other  assignment  of  any. 

Lit.  §  40.  Dowment  by  assent  of  the  father  is,  where  the  father  is 
seised  of  tenements  in  fee,  and  his  son  and  heir  apparent,  when  he  is 
married,  endoweth  his  wife  at  the  monastery  or  church  door,  of  parcel 
of  his  father's  lands  or  tenements  with  the  assent  of  his  father,  and 
assigns  the  quantity  and  parcels.     In  this  case  after  the  death  of  the 
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son,  the  wife  shall  enter  into  the  same  parcel  without  the  assignment  of 
any.  But  it  hath  been  said  in  this  case,  that  it  behooveth  the  wife  to 
have  a  deed  of  the  father  to  prove  his  assent  and  consent  to  this 
endowment. 

Lit.  §  41.  And  if  after  the  death  of  her  husband  she  entereth,  and 
agree  to  any  such  dower  of  the  said  dowers  at  the  church  door,  &c. 
then  she  is  concluded  to  claim  any  other  dower  by  the  common  law 
of  any  the  lauds  or  tenements  which  were  her  husband's.  lint  if  she 
will,  she  may  refuse  such  dower  at  the  church  door,  &c.  and  then  she 
may  be  endowed  after  the  course  of  the  common  law. 

Lit.  §  53.  And  also,  in  every  case  where  a  woman  taketh  a  hus- 
band seised  of  such  an  estate  in  tenements,  &c.  so  as  by  possibility  it 
may  happen  that  the  wife  may  have  issue  by  her  husband,  and  that  the 
same  issue  may  by  possibility  inherit  the  same  tenements  of  such  an 
estate  as  the  husband  hath,  as  heir  t<>  the  husband,  of  Mich  tenements 
she  shall  have  her  dower,  and  otherwise  not.  For  if  tenements  be 
given  to  a  man.  and  to  the  heirs  which  he  shall  beget  of  the  body  of  his 
wife,  in  this  case  the  wife  hath  nothing  in  the  tenements,  and  the  hus- 
band hath  an  estate  but  as  donee  in  special  tail.  Yet  if  the  husband 
die  without  issue,  the  same  wife  shall  be  endowed  of  the  same  tene- 
ments; because  tin-  issue,  which  she  by  possibility  might  have  had  by 
the  same  bU8band,  might  have  inherited  the  same  tenements.  But  if 
the  wife  dieth,  living  her  husband,  and  after  the  husband  takes  another 
wife,  and  dieth,  his  second  wife  shall  not  be  endowed  in  this  case,  for 
the  reason  aforesaid. 


FLYNN    v,  FLTNN. 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts      U 

[Reported  171  Maa$.  312.] 
P.U.r.  in  EQUITY,  praying  that,  by  reason  of  her  inchoate  right  of 
dower,  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  received  from  land  taken  by  the  right 
of  eminent  domain  be  sel  apart  for  the  plaintiff's  beneflt  in  case  she 
should  survive  her  husband.  David  Flynn,  the  husband,  and  William 
.1.  Flynn.  the  other  defendant,  to  whom  it  was  alleged  David  had  as- 
signed  his  claim  b,r  damages  by  reason  of  the  taking,  demurred  t"  the 
bid  for  want  of  equity.  Hearing  before  Lathrop,  J.,  wh< 
the  hill  and  the  demurrers  for  the  consideration  of  Hie  full  court.     If 

the  demurrers  were  sustained,   the  hill  was   t<>  lie  dismissed,  with  i 

otherwise,  the  defendants  were  to  have  leave  to  answer.     The  facta 

appear   in   the   opinion. 

W.  /•'.  /•'   Whall,  for  the  defendants. 

II'.    I.  /:■■;..  {J,  /;.  Crowley  with  him,)  for  the  plaintiff. 

1  tTHROF,  -I.    The  land  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  an  inchoate  right 
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of  dower  was  taken  by  the  city  of  Boston  by  right  of  eminent  domain, 
for  the  purposes  of  a  Bchoolhouse,  the  city  acting  by  virtue  of  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  St.  of  is;)."},  c.  408.  This  act,  in 
$  2,  gives  the  board  of  street  commissioners  of  Boston,  at  the  request 
of  the  school  committee,  power  to  "  take  by  purchase  or  otherwise  such 
lands  for  school  purposes  as  said  school  committee,  with  the  approval 
of  the  mayor,  shall  designate,  and  to  take  any  lands  under  the  right  of 
eminent  domain."  The  board  is  also  required  to  "sign,  and  cause  to 
be  recorded  in  the  registry  of  deeds  for  the  county  of  Suffolk,  a  state- 
ment containing  a  description  thereof  as  certain  as  is  required  in  a 
common  conveyance  of  land  and  stating  that  the  same  are  taken  for 
school  purposes  ;  and  upon  the  recording  of  any  such  statement  the 
lands  described  therein  shall  be  taken  in  fee  for  said  city."  We  as- 
sume that  all  the  formalities  required  have  been  complied  with,  and 
that  the  city  now  owns  the  land  in  fee. 

The  question  then  is  whether  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  such  an 
interest  in  land  that,  when  the  land  is  taken  by  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  the  wife  may  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  to  have  in  some  way 
the  benefit  of  such  interest.  We  are  not  aware  that  this  right  has  ever 
before  been  asserted  in  this  Commonwealth,  and  this  is  the  first  time 
that  the  question  has  been  presented  for  our  decision. 

It  is  declared  by  the  Pub.  Sts.  c.  124,  §  3,  as  follows :  "  A  wife  shall 
be  entitled  to  her  dower  at  common  law  in  the  lands  of  her  deceased 
husband."  This  chapter  makes  many  provisions  in  regard  to  dower, 
but  there  is  none  which  relates  to  the  question  before  us. 

At  common  law,  "  a  woman  is  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all  the  lands 
whereof  her  husband  was  seised  in  fee  simple,  at  any  time  during  the 
coverture."     1  Greenl.  Cruise,  175. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  an  encumbrance 
upon  land.  Shearer  v.  Hanger,  22  Pick.  447.  The  release  of  such 
a  right  of  dower  is  a  good  consideration  for  a  promise.  Bullard  v. 
Briggs,  7  Pick.  533  ;  Holmes  v.  Winchester,  133  Mass.  140  ;  Nichols 
v.  Nichols,  136  Mass.  256.  It  is  a  contingent  right,  which  the  wife 
during  coverture  may  have  the  assistance  of  the  court  to  establish  or 
protect.  Burns  v.  Lynde.  6  Allen,  305  ;  Davis  v.  Wetherell,  13  Allen, 
60  ;  Madigan  v.  Walsh,  22  Wis.  501  ;  Clifford  v.  Kampfe,  147  N.  Y. 
383  ;  Buzick  v.  Buzick,  44  Iowa,  259.  So,  too,  a  wife  having  an  in- 
choate right  of  dower  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  redeem  land  from 
a  mortgage  in  which  she  has  joined  with  her  husband  to  release  dower. 
Davis  v.  Wetherell,  13  Allen,  60;  Lamb  v.  Montague,  112  Mass.  352. 
See  Pub.  Sts.  c.  124,  §  5.  But  if  the  mortgage  contains  a  power  of 
sale,  and  the  wife  has  joined  in  the  deed  with  her  husband  in  release  of 
her  dower,  a  sale  of  the  land  in  pursuance  of  the  power  bars  all  claim 
and  possibility  of  dower.     Pub.  Sts.  c.  181,  §  19. 

While  a  wife  may,  under  Pub.  Sts.  c.  124,  §  6,  bar  her  right  of  dower 
by  releasing  the  same  in  a  deed  executed  by  her  husband,  or  by  a  sub- 
sequent deed  executed  either  separately  or  jointly  with  her  husband, 
yet  she  cannot  convey  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  to  a  person  to  whom 
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her  husband  has  not  conveyed  the  land.  Such  a  deed  is  void.  Mason 
v.  Mason,  140  Mass.  63.  See  also  Rt  iff v.  Horst,  55  Md.  42.  In  Mason 
v.  Mason,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Devens  :  "  While  the  inchoate  right 
of  dower  is  a  vested  right  of  value,  dependent  on  the  contingency  of 
survivorship,  it  is  not  that  separate  property  which  passes  by  convey- 
ance, but  a  right  which  one  entitled  thereto  may,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, release.  It  is  of  a  peculiar  character,  and,  before  assignment, 
the  wife  has  no  seisin.''  While  the  word  "  vested  "  is  used  in  this  case, 
it  would  seem  that  the  word  "  contingent,"  which  was  used  by  Chief 
Justice  Parker  in  Bullard  v.  Briggs,  7  Pick.  533,  539,  would  more  ac- 
curately describe  the  nature  of  the  estate.  After  an  assignment  of 
dower  is  made,  the  widow  acquires  no  new  freehold,  her  seisin  being 
deemed  in  contemplation  of  law  a  continuation  of  her  husband's  seisin. 
Windham  v.  Portland,  4  Mass.  384,  388. 

Even  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  a  creditor  cannot  at  law  attach 
the  right  of  the  widow  to  have  her  dower  assigned  to  her,  or  take  the 
same  on  execution.  McMahon  v.  Gray,  150  Mass.  2.s(j.  Until  dower 
has  been  assigned  to  her,  a  widow  has  no  estate  in  the  land  of  her  de- 
ceased husband.  SmltJi  v.  Shaw,  150  Mass.  "297;  State  v.  Wincroft, 
70  N.  C.  38.  Nor  can  she  object  to  a  partition  of  the  land  among  the 
tenants  in  common.  Motley  v.  Blake,  12  Mass.  280;  Ward  v.  <i< mi- 
ner, 112  Mass.  42. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  inchoate  right  of  the  wife  is  always 
subject  to  any  encumbrance  or  infirmity  in  the  husband's  title  existing 
at  the  time  he  became  seised ;  and  we  are  also  of  opinion  that  it  is  sub- 
ject to  any  incident  attached  to  it  by  law.  Tlie  land  may  be  sold  on  a 
petition  for  partition,  if  the  husband  is  a  tenant  in  common.  Pub.  Sts, 
c.  17*,  ?  05.  When  this  happens,  it  has  been  held  in  a  well  considered 
case  in  Indiana  that  the  wife  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  partition 
proceedings,  and  is  not  entitled  to  share  in  the  fund  derived  from  the 
sale.     Haggerty  v.  Wagner,  148  I  ml.  025. 

Land  may  be  sold  for  taxes,  and  if  there  is  a  surplus  it  is  to  be  paid 
"  to  the  owner  of  the  estate."  Pub.  Sts.  c.  12,  §  35.  St.  L888,  c.  890, 
§  40.  In  a  case  arising  under  a  New  York  statute,  which  directed  that 
any  surplus  arising  on  a  tax  sale  "shall  be  held  for  the  us.'  of  and 
(•aid  over  to  the  person  legally  entitled  upon  Ids  establishing  his  right 

thereto,"  it  was  held  that  tin-  owner  of  the  land  was  entitled  to  the  sur- 
plus.    People  v.  Palmer,  10  App.  Div.  (N.  Y.i  895.     It  was  also  beld 

in  this  case  that  the  interest  which  the  wife  of  the  Owner  had  in  the 
land  by  virtue  of  her  Inchoate  right  of  dower,  although  a  valuable  in- 
terest, was  not  an  "estate"  in   the  land    whieh  would   give   her  a   right 

to  redeem  from  the  tax  sale,  under  a  statute  giving  a  right  to  redeem 

to  "any  person  or  persons  having  an  estate  in,  or  any  mortgagee  "t  " 
any  land  -old  for  ta 

It  i.  also  an  incidenl  of  land  that  it  is  liable  to  be  taken  by  the  right 
of  eminent  domain,  and  we  are  of  opinion   that    when   it    is  so  taken  in 

the  lifetime  of  the  husband,  the  wife  is  not  entitled,  on  account  of  tier 

Inchoate  ri<_dit  of  dower,  to  have  any  portion  of  the  money  received  for 
vol..  vi.  — 40 
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the  land  either  paid  to  her  directly,  or  set  aside  for  her  benefit  on  the 
contingency  of  her  surviving  her  husband.  If  the  land  had  not  been 
taken,  the  husband  could  have  done  what  he  pleased  with  it  during  his 
life,  lie  might  have  sold  it  for  its  full  value,  yet  the  wife  could  not 
interfere,  or  deprive  him  of  the  use  of  any  part  of  the  purchase  money. 
In  rase  the  husband  survived  the  wife,  the  purchaser  would  have  a 
good  title,  which  the  heirs  of  the  wife  could  not  interfere  with.  W  the 
chief  value  of  the  estate  should  consist  of  a  building  on  the  land,  which 
was  insured  by  the  husband,  and  the  building  should  be  destroyed  by 
lire,  no  one  would  contend  that  the  wife  had  any  interest  in  the  insur- 
ance money,  or  that  a  court  of  equity  would  compel  a  part  of  the  money 
to  be  set  aside  for  her  benefit  unless  the  husband  would  agree  to  rebuild 
the  house.  Again,  if  a  parcel  of  land  should  be  washed  away  by  the 
negligent  maintaining  of  a  dam,  and  the  owner  of  the  land  should  re- 
cover as  damages  the  full  value  of  the  land,  would  not  the  money  so 
received  be  his  to  do  with  as  he  pleased? 

The  only  case  in  support  of  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  peti- 
tioner which  has  been  decided  by  a  court  of  last  resort  is  that  of 
Wheeler  v.  Kirtland,  12  C.  E.  Green,  534,  decided  in  1875  by  the 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  in  New  Jersey.  It  laid  down  a  new  doc- 
trine, which  iias  not  since  been  recognized  except  by  a  court  of  inferior 
jurisdiction,  and  which  we  are  of  opinion  is  opposed  to  sound  principles. 

The  case  of  Wheeler  v.  Kirtland  was  partly  decided  on  the  ground 
that  the  rule  laid  down  in  Moore  v.  New  York,  4  Seld.  110,  had  been 
repudiated  or  modified  in  later  decisions  in  that  State,  citing  In  re 
Central  Purl;  Extension,  16  Abb.  Pr.  56,  68,  and  Simar  v.  Canaday, 
53  N.  Y.  298.  In  Moore  v.  New  York,  4  Seld.  110,  lands  in  which  the 
wife  had  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  were  taken  by  the  right  of  eminent 
domain.  After  the  husband's  death,  his  wife  claimed  dower  in  them. 
The  statute  under  which  the  land  was  taken  authorized  commissioners 
to  make  "  a  just  estimate  of  the  damage  to  the  respective  owners,  les- 
sees, parties,  and  persons  respectively  entitled  unto  or  interested  in 
the  lands."  It  was  said  by  Gardiner,  J. :  "  The  question  is  whether  the 
possibility  of  dower  accruing  to  the  wife  after  marriage,  but  before  the 
death  of  the  husband,  is  an  interest  in  law,  within  the  purview  of  this 
statute.  .  .  .  Such  a  possibility  may  be  released,  but  it  is  not,  it  is  be- 
lieved, the  subject  of  grant  or  assignment,  nor  is  it  in  any  sense  an 
interest  in  real  estate." 

It  was  held  in  la  re  Central  Park  Extension,  16  Abb.  Pr.  56,  69,  on 
the  authority  of  Moore  v.  New  York,  that  the  inchoate  right  of  dower 
was  not  an  interest  in  real  estate.  Judge  Ingraham,  however,  added, 
after  quoting  the  remarks  of  Gardiner,  J.  :  "  It  might  have  been  added 
to  that  case,  that  the  right  was  transferred  from  the  land  to  the  money 
received  for  the  land  by  the  husband,  if  the  wife  survived  him." 

The  case  of  Simar  v.  Canaday,  53  N.  Y.  298,  merely  decides  that, 
if  a  husband  is  induced  to  part  with  his  land  by  fraud,  his  wife  has 
such  an  interest  that  she  can  join  with  him  in  an  action  against  the 
fraudulent  purchaser. 
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The  rule  laid  down  in  Moore  v.  New  York,  so  far  from  being  repudi- 
ated or  modified  in  that  State  by  later  decisions,  has  been  recognized 
and  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  Witthaus  v.  Sehack,  105  N.  Y. 
332,  where  it  is  said  by  Ruger,  C.  J. :  "  The  settled  theory  of  the  law 
as  to  the  nature  of  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  that  it  is  not  an-estatc 
or  interest  in  land  at  all,  but  is  a  contingent  claim  arising  not  out  of 
contract,  but  as  an  institution  of  law,  constituting  a  mere  chose  in  ac- 
tion incapable  of  transfer  by  grant  or  conveyance,  but  susceptible  only 
during  its  inchoate  state  of  extinguishment.  By  force  of  the  statute 
this  is  effected  by  the  act  of  the  wife  in  joining  with  her  husband  in  the 
execution  of  a  deed  of  the  land.  Such  deed,  so  far  as  the  wife  is  con- 
cerned, operates  as  a  release  or  satisfaction  of  the  interest  and  not  as 
a  conveyance,  and  removes  an  encumbrance  instead  of  transferring  an 
interest."     See  also  Hammond  v.  Pennock,  61  N.  Y.  145,  158. 

The  only  case  which  has  been  brought  to  our  attention  that  has  fol- 
lowed Wheeler  v.  Kirtland  is  ///  re  New  York  S:  Brooklyn  Bridge,  75 
Hun,  558,  and  89  Hun,  219.  But  the  view  taken  of  the  nature  of  the 
inchoate  right  of  dower  in  tins  case  does  not  seem  to  be  in  conformity 
with  the  cases  above  cited  from  the  higher  courts  of  New  York. 

In  the  cases  of  Bonner  v.  Peterson,  44  111.  25:5,  and  ///  re  Hall's  estate, 
L.  K.  9  Eq.  17'J.  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  the  husband  had  died,  and  the 
willow's  right  of  dower  was  no  longer  inchoate  when  the  land  was 
taken. 

For  the  reasons  before  stated,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  bill  should 
be  dismissed.  So  ordered.1 

Note.  —  On  dower  in  the  United  States  see  1  Scrib.  Dow.  c.  2. 
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Perk.  ;.'  366  And  it  is  to  know,  thai  the  husband  by  his  ad  may 
prejudice  the  wife  in  her  down'  by  his  Inches  of  entry,  by  his  Indies  of 
suit,  or  by  his  inches  of  pleading,  and  by  divers  other  nets  as  shall  be 
said:  Know,  that  when  no  possession  was  in  the  husband,  either  in 
deed  or  in  law  during  the  marriage;  there  the  Indies  of  entry  of  the 
husband  shall  prejudice  the  wife  of  dower,  if  nol  thai  it  he  in  special 
cases :  and  therefore  it"  a  man  seised  of  "in-  acre  of  land  in  fee,  l.e  dis- 
seised of  the  same  acre,  and  taketh  a  wife  and  dieth  before  his  entry, 

his  wile  shall  not  have  dower. 

Perk.  :;<">7.  And  if  a  man  dieth  seised  in  fee,  and  a  stranger  doth 
abate  in  the  same  land,  and  after  the  abatement  the  heir  marrieth  a 
wife,  and  dieth  before  his  entry,  hi^  wife  shall  not  have  dower  of  the 
same  land. 

»  Cf.  In  re  Akxundir,  63  N.  .J    l..j   06  (1894). 
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Perk.  §  868.  And  if  a  man  enfeoff  a  stranger  upon  condition  on  the 
part  of  tlu1  feoffee,  and  the  feoffor  marrietb  a  wife,  and  the  condition 
is  broken,  and  the  feoffor  dieth  before  any  entry  made  by  him,  or  by 
am  other  in  his  name,  his  wife  shall  not  have  dower  of  the  same 
land. 

Perk.  §  869.  And  if  J.  S.  seised  in  fee  of  one  acre  of  land,  ex- 
change  the  same  acre  with  T.  K.  for  another  acre  in  fee,  and  J.  S. 
entereth  and  executeth  the  exchange,  for  Ins  part.  viz.  for  the  acre 
whirh  was  put  in  exchange  to  him,  and  T.  K.  taketh  a  wife,  and  dieth 
before  that  he  entereth  by  force  of  the  exchange,  his  wife  shall  not 
have  dower  of  the  one  acre,  or  of  the  other.  &c.  And  the  reason  is, 
because  the  husband  was  not  seised  of  that  land,  either  in  deed  or  in 
law,  during  the  marriage  betwixt  them,  &e. 

l'i  rk.  §  370.  And  if  a  man  hath  judgment  for  to  recover  land,  &c. 
and  marrieth  a  wife,  and  dieth  before  entry  or  execution  sued,  his  wife 
shall  not  have  dower,  &c.  But  if  the  husband  be  seised  in  deed,  or  in 
law,  during  the  marriage,  then  his  laches  of  entry  shall  not  prejudice 
the  wife  of  her  dower. 

Perk.  §  371.  And  therefore,  if  there  be  lord  and  tenant,  and  the 
lord  marrieth  a  wife,  and  the  tenant  dieth  without  heir,  and  a  stranger 
abateth,  and  the  lord  dieth  before  his  entry,  his  wife  shall  have  dower 
of  the  tenancy. 

Perk.  §  372.  And  if  land  be  leased  for  life,  the  remainder  unto 
J.  S.  in  fee,  and  J.  S.  marrieth  a  wife,  and  the  lessee  dieth,  and  a 
stranger  entereth,  and  J.  S.  dieth  before  any  entry  made  by  him,  &e. 
hi-  wile  shall  have  dower  of  the  same  land,  &c.  And  if  a  man  be 
seised  of  a  villein  in  gross  in  fee,  and  the  lord  of  the  villein  hath  issue 
a  son,  which  son  marrieth  a  wife,  and  the  father  dieth,  and  the  son 
dieth  before  any  seisure  of  the  villein,  yet  his  wife  shall  be  endowed  of 
the  villein,  &c. 

Co.  Lit.  31  a.  Here  this  word  (seised)  extendeth  itself  as  well  to  a 
seisin  in  law,  or  a  civil  seisin,  as  to  a  seisin  in  deed,  which  is  a  natural 
sei>in  :  but  seised  he  must  be  either  the  one  way  or  the  other  during 
the  coverture.  For  a  woman  shall  be  endowed  of  a  seisin  in  law.  As 
where  lands  or  tenements  descend  to  the  husband,  before  entry,  he 
hath  but  a  seisin  in  law,  and  yet  the  wife  shall  be  endowed,  albeit  it 
be  not  reduced  to  an  actual  possession,  for  it  lieth  not  in  the  power  of 
the  wife  to  bring  it  to  an  actual  seisin,  as  the  husband  may  do  of  his 
wife's  land,  when  he  is  to  be  tenant  by  curtesy,  which  is  worthy  the 
observation.  And  yet  of  every  seisin  in  law,  or  actual  seisin  of  lands 
or  tenements,  a  woman  shall  not  be  endowed.  For  example,  if  there 
be  grandfather,  father,  and  son.  and  the  grandfather  is  seised  of  three 
acres  of  land  in  fee,  and  taketh  wife,  and  dieth,  this  land  descendeth  to 
the  father,  who  dieth  either  before  or  after  entry,  now  is  the  wife  of  the 
father  dowable.  The  father  dieth,  and  the  wife  of  the  grandfather  is 
endowed  of  one  acre  and  dieth.  the  wife  of  the  father  shall  be  endowed 
only  of  the  two  acres  residue,  for  the  dower  of  the  grandmother  is  para- 
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mount  the  title  of  the  wife  of  the  father,  and  the  seisin  of  the  father 
which  descended  to  him  (be  it  in  law  or  actual)  is  defeated,  and  now 
upon  the  matter  the  father  had  but  a  reversion  expectant  upon  a  free- 
hold, and  in  that  case,  Dos  de  doti  peti  non  debet  ;  although  the  wife 
of  the  grandfather  dieth  living  the  father's  wife.  And  here  note  a 
diversity  between  a  descent  and  a  purchase.  For  in  the  case  aforesaid, 
if  the  grandfather  had  enfeoffed  the  father,  or  made  a  gift  in  tail  unto 
him,  there  in  the  case  ahovesaid,  the  wife  of  the  father,  after  the 
decease  of  the  grand  lather's  wife,  should  have  been  endowed  of  that 
part  assigned  to  the  grandmother,  and  the  reason  of  this  diversity  is, 
for  that  the  seisin,  that  descended  after  the  decease  of  the  grandfather 
to  the  father,  is  avoided  by  the  endowment  of  the  grandmother,  whose 
title  was  consummate  by  the  death  of  the  grandfather;  but  in  the  case 
of  the  purchase  or  gift,  that  took  effect  in  the  life  of  the  grandfather 
(before  the  title  of  dower  of  the  grandmother  was  consummate',  is  not 
defeated,  but  only  grttoad the  grandmother,  and  in  that  case  there  shall 
be  Dos  de  dote.  And  yet  there  is  another  diversity  where  the  wife  of 
the  father  1>  first  endowed,  and  where  the  wife  of  the  grandfather;  for 
in  the  same  case  alter  the  deecase  of  the  grandfather  and  father  the  son 
entereth  and  endowed  his  mother  of  a  third  part,  against  whom  the 
grandmother  recoveretb  a  third  part  and  dieth.  the  mother  shall  enter 
again  into  the-  land  recovered  by  the  grandmother,  because  she  had  in 
it  an  estate  for  term  other  life,  and  the  estate  for  the  life  of  the  grand- 
mother is  lesser  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as  to  her,  than  her  own  life. 
Also  the  husband  maybe  seised  in  his  demesne,  as  of  fee  absolutely, 
yet  the  woman  shall  not  be  endowed,  as  she  shall  not  be  endowed  both 
of  the  land  given  in  exchange,  and  of  the  land  taken  in  exchange,  and 
yet  the  husband  was  seised  of  both,  but  she  may  have  her  election  to 
be  endowed  of  which  she  will.1 

Abo  of  a  seisin  for  an  instant  a  woman  shall  not  be  endowed  :   as  if 
Cestui  que  use  alter  the  Statute  of  l  R.  3,  and  before  the  Statute  of 

27  II.  8,  had  made  a  feoffmenl   in  fee.  his  wife  should  not  he  endowed. 
Likewise  if  two  jointenants  be  in  IV.'.  and  the  one  maketh  a  feoffment 

in  fee,  bis  wife  shall  not  be  endowed.     And  so  if  the  conusee  of  a  fine 
doth  errant  and  render  the  laud  io  the  conusor,  the  wife  of  the  conusee 
shall  not  he  endowed,  for  it  i-  not  possible  thai  the  husband  could  have 
endowed  his  wife  of  such   an   estate,  a-  the  usual  pleading  i-.    Lib. 
IntrcU.225.     Quia  dicit  quod   lb.  quondam  vir  8uua  nunquam  fuit 
.  .,.;>,,   ,/,  tenementis  prasdictis  d*  tali  statu  it"  quod  eandem  .!.  inde 
potuit. 
(o.  Lit.  82  a.     Albeit  of  many  inheritances  thai  be  entire,  whereof 
no  division  can  be  made  by  metes  and  bounds,  a  woman  cannot  he  en- 
dowed ofthc  thin-   itself,  yet  a  woman  -hall  be  endowed  thereof  in  a 
epecialand  certain  manner.     As  of  a  mill  a  woman  shall  not  be  en- 
dowed by  metes  and  bounds,  nor  in  common  with  the  heir,  hut  either 
she  maybe  endowed  ofthc  third  toll-dish,  or  &  integro  molendino  per 
»  But  cf.  Oam  v.  Thampnn,  l  N.  H.  66  (1817). 
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quemlibet  3  mensem.  And  bo  of  :i  villein,  either  the  third  day's  work, 
or  every  third  week  or  month.  A  woman  shall  be  endowed  of  the  third 
part  of  the  profit  of  stallage,  of  the  third  part  of  the  profits  of  a  fair, 
of  the  third  part  of  the  profits  of  the  office  of  the  marshalsea,  of  the 
third  part  of  the  profits  of  the  keeping  of  a  park,  of  the  third  part  of 
the  profit  of  a  dove-house,  and  likewise  of  tin'  third  part  of  a  piscary,  viz., 
tertium  piscjem  vel  factum  retis  tertium;  of  the  third  presentation  to 
an  advowson.  A  writ  of  dower  lieth  de  :'>  parte  exituum  provenien- 
tiwn  de  custodia  gaolce  Abathia  Westm.  And  herewith  agreeth  rev- 
erend antiquity.  De  »>tU<>.  quod  est  *«</  natura  indivUibile  et  seca- 
tionem  sive  dioisionem  non  patitur,  nullam  partem  /inhibit,  sed 
satisfaciat  ei  ad  valentiam.  Of  the  third  part  of  profits  of  courts, 
funs,  heriots,  &C.  Also  a  woman  shall  be  endowed  of  tithes;  and  the 
Burest  endowment  of  tithes  is  of  the  third  sheaf;  for  what  land  shall  be 
sown  is  uncertain. 

Bui  in  some  cases  of  lands  and  tenements,  which  are  divisible,  and 
which  the  heir  of  the  husband  shall  inherit,  yet  the  wife  shall  not  be 
endowed.  As  if  the  husband  maketh  a  lease  for  life  of  certain  lands, 
reserving  a  rent  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  he  taketh  wife  and  dieth,  the 
wife  shall  not  be  endowed,  neither  of  the  reversion  (albeit  it  is  within 
this  word  "  tenements")  because  there  was  no  seisin  in  deed  or  in  law 
of  the  Freehold  nor  of  the  rent,  because  the  husband  had  but  a  particu- 
lar estate  therein,  and  no  fee  simple.  But  if  the  husband  maketh  a, 
lease  for  years,  reserving  a  rent,  and  taketh  wife,  the  husband  dieth,  the 
wife  shall  be  endowed  of  the  third  part  of  the  reversion  by  metes  and 
bounds,  together  with  the  third  part  of  the  rent,  and  execution  shall 
not  cease  during  the  years.  And  herewith  agreeth  the  common  experi- 
ence at  this  day.  But  if  the  husband  maketh  a  gift  in  tail,  reserving  a 
rent  to  him  and  his  heirs,  and  after  the  donor  taketh  wife  and  dieth, 
the  wife  shall  be  endowed  of  this  rent,  because  it  is  a  rent  in  fee,  and 
by  possibility  may  continue  forever. 

Of  a  common  certain  a  woman  shall  be  endowed,  but  of  a  common 
gauns  nomber  en  grosse  she  shall  not  be  endowed,  as  hath  been  said 
before.  And  so  of  a  rent  service,  rent  charge,  and  rent  seek,  she  shall 
be  endowed  :  but  of  an  annuity  that  chargeth  only  the  person,  and 
I38ueth  not  out  of  any  lands  or  tenements,  she  shall  not  be  endowed. 
But  if  the  freehold  of  the  rents,  common,  &c.  were  suspended  before 
the  coverture,  and  so  continue  during  the  coverture,  she  shall  not  be 
endowed  of  them.  If  after  the  coverture  the  husband  doth  extinguish 
them  by  release  or  otherwise,  yet  she  shall  be  endowed  of  them ;  for 
as  to  her  dower  they  in  the  eye  of  the  law  have  continuance. 
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AMCOTTS   v.   CATHERICH. 

King's  Bench.     1021. 

[Reported  Cro.  Jac.  615.] 

Trespass  by  quo  minus  in  the  Exchequer,  for  lands  in  Penchard,  in 
the  county  of  Durham.  Upon  nut  guilty  pleaded,  and  a  special  verdict 
found  at  the  Assizes  in  Durham,  the  case  was,  That  husband  and  wife, 
tenants  in  special  tail,  had  issue,  and  the  wife  dies;  Matthew  Amcotts 
the  husband  makes  a  deed  of  feoffment  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life, 
and  after  to  the  use  of  Alexander  his  son  in  tail,  and  a  letter  of  attor- 
ney to  make  livery  :  before  livery  is  made  he  takes  Susan  to  wife,  and 
after  livery  was  made  to  those  uses,  the  husband  dies;  the  tenant  en- 
dows Susan,  who  takes  the  defendant  to  husband  ;  Alexander  the  son 
enters,  and  brings  trespass. 

The  question  was.  Whether  this  dower  was  well  assigned?  This 
case  was  argued  at  the  Exchequer  bar  two  several  terms. 

The  first  question  was,  Whereas  a  husband,  tenant  in  special  tail  with 
his  wife,  having  issue  by  her.  and  she  dies,  and  he  taking  a  second  wile 
makes  a  feoffment,  Whether  this  second  wife  be  dowable  of  this  posses- 
sion, and  that  the  assignment  of  dower  to  her  were  good? 

The  second  question,  Admitting  she  were  dowable.  yet  inasmuch  as 
this  livery  was  made  upon  a  deed  of  feoffment,  sealed  before  the  cover- 
ture, yet  executed  after,  to  the  use  of  the  husband  for  life,  Whither 
she  be  now  dowable? 

It  was  resolved,  and  so  adjudged,  that  she  is  not  dowable:  for  this 
liver}*  doth  not  gain  to  the  husband  any  new  estate ;  but  being  eodem 
lanti  drawn  out  of  him,  it  doth  not  gain  to  him  any  seisin  whereof 
bis  wife  is  dowable :  for  at  the  first,  before  his  feoffment,  he  had  not 
any  estate  whereof  the  wife  was  dowable.  being  such  a  tenant  in  tail, 
that  his  issue  by  his  second  wife  could  not  inherit,  II  Edw.  S  pi  24  ; 
16  Edw.  8  pi.  •-'!  :  then  when  he  hath  not  any  estate  before  the  feoff- 
ment whereof  the  wife  was  dowable,  lie  hath  not  l>\  his  feoffraenl  gained 
any  such  estate  to  make  her  dowable  ;  as  where  tenant  for  life  makes  a 
feoffment,  as  :;  lien.  1,  pi.  6,  or  a  jointenanl  makes  a  feoffment,  as 84 
Edw.  i  ;  "  DotoerJ'  17m.  — And  Tanjield  cited,  that  it  was  adjud 

where  a  married    man   took   a    line,  and    by   the  same    line   rendered  the 

land  to  another  in  tail,  his  wife  shall  not  be  endowed  thereof;  because 
although  he  took  it  in  fee.  yet  it  is  instantly  out  of  him:  wherefore  here. 
&c  And  for  the  other  point  it  is  not  now  questionable. — Wherefore 
it  was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff. 


NOEL    r.    .U'YON.  [CHAP,  II. 


NOEL   v.   JEVOX. 

Chancery.     1G78. 

[Reported  Freetn.  Ch.  I'd.] 

The  bill  was  to  be  relieved  against  the  defendant's  dower,  her  hus- 
band being  only  a  trustee;  and  it  appearing  that  the  husband  was  but 
a  trustee,  the  defendant  was  barred  of  her  dower,  contrary  to  the 
opinion  of  Nash  v.  Preston,  do.  Car.  191,  and  so  it  was  said  is  the 
constant  practice  of  the  court  now.1 


BOTTOMLEY   y.   FAIRFAX. 
Chancery.     1712. 

[Reported  Ch.  Prec.  336.] 

In  this  case  it  was  clearly  agreed  that  if  a  husband  before  marriage 
convoys  his  estate  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  in  such  manner  as  to  put 
the  legal  estate  out  of  him,  though  the  trust  be  limited  to  him  and  his 
heirs,  that  of  this  trust  estate  the  wife  after  his  death  shall  not  be  en- 
dowed, and  that  this  court  hath  never  yet  gone  so  far  as  to  allow  her 
dower  in  such  case.2 


STOUGHTON  v.  LEIGH. 

King's  Bench.     1808. 

[Reported  1  Taunt.  402.] 

This  was  a  case  directed  out  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  for  the 
opinion  of  this  court :  the  facts  were  in  substance  as  follow  : 

John  Hanbury  was  in  his  lifetime,  and  during  his  marriage,  and  at 
his  death,  actually  seised  of  divers  landed  estates,  and  of  several  mines 
and  strata  of  lead  and  coal :  namel}7,  in  his  own  land,  a  lead  mine  and 
a  coal  mine,  neither  opened,  wrought  or  demised.  Two  lead  mines  and 
two  coal  mines,  which,  during  the  coverture,  he  had  demised  to  tenants 
for  years,  reserving  pecuniary  rents,  to  be  paid  whether  they  did,  or  did 
not  open  and  work  them  ;  and  of  each  sort  of  these  one  had  been  opened 
before  his  death,  by  the  tenant,  who  still  continued  now  to  work  it ;  and 
the  other  had  not  been  opened  ;  a  lead  mine  and  a  coal  mine  which  he 
had  demised  during  the  coverture  to  tenants  for  j'ears,  rendering  not 

Ames,  Cases  on  Trusts  (2d  ed.),  374,  and  Oldham  v.  Sale,  1  B.  Mon.  70  (1840). 
2  See  Ames,  Cases  on  Trusts  (2d  ed.),  375-378;  1  Scrib.  Dow.  cc.  19-22. 
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pecuniary  rents,  but  quantities  of  the  lead  ore  and  coal  when  gotten, 
and  the  tenants  were  by  the  terms  of  their  leases  at  liberty  to  work  or 
not  to  work  these  mines  ;  the  coal  mine  was  at  the  time  of  John  Ilan- 
bury's  death,  and  of  this  suit,  wrought  by  the  tenant ;  the  lead  mine 
had  not  been  opened  ;  and  two  lead  mines  and  two  coal  mines,  which 
had  been  opened  and  were  wrought  by  the  deceased  himself  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  one  of  each  sort  of  which  mines  had,  from  the  time  of  his 
death,  ceased  to  be  wrought,  his  heir  thinking  them  unprofitable  :  the 
other  of  each  sort  the  heir  continued  to  work  to  profit.  The  first  ques- 
tion was.  whether  John  Banbury's  widow  were  entitled  to  dower  of  all, 
or  any.  and  which  of  these  mines,  and  what  the  widow  could  claim  to 
be  legally  assigned  to  her  thereout  as  her  dower?  The  deceased  was 
also  entitled  to  the  following  minerals  lying  under  land,  which  was  not 
his  own,  but  wherein  he  had  purchased  of  the  landowner  liberties  t<> 
work  through  his  land  :  namely,  a  mine  or  stratum  of  coal,  and  another 
of  lead  ore,  which  he  had  opened  and  wrought  during  the  coverture, 
and  was  working  at  the  time  of  his  death,  since  which  the  heir  had 
ceased  to  work  the  lead,  but  continued  to  work  the  coal :  a  mine  or 
stratum  of  lead,  and  another  of  coal,  which  he  had  not  opened  or 
wrought;  a  mine  or  stratum  of  lead,  and  another  of  coal,  which  be  had 
demised  to  tenants  for  years,  rendering  at  their  own  option,  which  they 
might  annually  make,  either  pecuniary  rents  or  rents  in  kind, commenc- 
ing from  the  time  when  the  mines  should  be  wrought.  The  lead  mine 
bad  been  opened  before  the  death  of  John  Ilanbury,  and  the  tenants 
had  paid  their  rents  in  ore  in  kind.  The  coal  mine  had  not  been 
opened,  nor  was  yet  opened. 

In  case  the  court  should  be  pf  opinion,  that  the  widow  was  entitled 
to  'lower   in  any  of  the  eases  mentioned  in  the  lir>t  question,  the   next 

question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was.  whether  she  was  entitled  to 
dower  of  all,  or  any.  and  which  of  the  mines,  strata,  or  rents  secondly 
above  mentioned,  and  what  she  could  legally  claim  to  be  assigned  to 

her,  as  her  dower  thereof? 

tly,  soon  after  John  Ilanbmy's  death,  the  heir  lft  the  willow  into 
jsion  of,  and  assigned  to  her  for  her  dower  of  an  estate  called  <  A  ), 
certain  closes  of  land,  in  which  there  was  an  open  coal  mine,  wrought 
at  :i  certain  period  during  the  coverture,  bu!  which  had  ceased  to  be 
wrought  long  before  the  husband's  death :  and  the  value  of  the  closes 
was  amply  sufficient  to  answer  any  demand  of  dower,  without  regard 
to  the  value  of  the  coal.  The  widow  had.  since  ber  husband's  death, 
begun  to  work  this  mine,  and  had  retained  the  profit  to  her  own 
exclusive  use. 
The  third  and  further  questions,  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  were. 

whether    the    widow    was    in    law    entitled    in    Virtue    of    her    interest    of 

r,  or  for  any  other  reason,  to  worh  this  mine,  for  her  own  excla 
sive  use  and  benefit  ? 

Taking  the  assignment  of  these  closes,  as  the  widow's  dower,  to  be 
the  act  of  the  heir  himself,  and  to  have  been  a  most  excessive  a 
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in  point  of  value,  had  the  heir  by  law  any  and  what  remedy  against  the 
dowress,  as  againsl  the  effect  of  his  own  act? 

If  this  assignment  had  not  been  his  own  act,  but  had  boon  made  in 
the  course  oi'  legal  proceedings  under  a  writ  of  dower,  would  the 
heir  by  law,  have  any,  and  what  remedy  against  the  effect  Of  such 
assignment  ? 

This  rase  was  argued  by  Shepherd  and  Beat,  Serjeants,  on  behalf  of 
the  dowress. 

A-  /•>.  Serjeant,  contra. 

M  wskiklv),  C.  J.  The  grant  of  the  stratum  must  be  taken  to  be  a 
grant  in  tee-simple.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion  1  was  strongly  struck 
with  the  argument  used  for  the  heir,  that  Lord  Coke  has  in  1  Inst.  32, 
enumerated  all  the  species  of  inheritance  of  which  a  woman  shall  be  en- 
dowed  :  and  I  thought  it  extraordinary  that  no  mention  should  be  made 
of  mines.  But  upon  referring  to  the  passage,  it  appears  to  be  no  enumer- 
ation of  all  the  things  whereof  a  woman  shall  be  endowed.  Nothing  like 
it :  in  the  36th  section,  upon  which  this  passage  is  a  commentary,  Little- 
ton says,  the  wife  shall  be  endowed  of  all  lands  and  tenements  of  which 
her  husband  was  seised.  Lord  Coke  says  not  a  word  to  explain  what 
is  land  or  what  is  a  tenement,  thinking  the  import  of  those  terms  well 
known  in  the  law.  But  the  intention  of  the  passage  is,  to  show,  that 
though  all  lands  and  tenements  are  subject  to  dower,  and  assignment  is 
to  be  made  by  metes  and  bounds  where  it  can,  yet  it  is  no  impediment 
to  dower  that  the  tenements  are  of  such  a  nature,  as  that  they  cannot 
be  assigned  b}"  metes  and  bounds  ;  but  in  those  cases  it  shall  be  as- 
signed as  well  as  it  can  be,  as  by  the  third  toll-dish  of  a  mill,  or  the 
like.  In  the  preceding  chapter,  which  is  of  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
Littleton  does  not  mention  of  what  the  wife  must  be  seised  ;  and  Lord 
Coke,  29  b,  speaks  of  lands  only,  but  Littleton,  §  52,  speaks  of  tene- 
ments. The  words  in  both  cases  must  receive  the  same  exposition  : 
and  it  is  only  necessaiy  to  see  whether  this  species  of  property  be  land 
or  a  tenement.  Comyn,  and  the  other  digests  which  have  been  cited, 
only  follow  the  words  of  Co.  Lit.,  the  reason  of  whose  authority  is 
above  stated.  In  the  case  of  trees  there  is  a  profit  in  the  shade  and 
pannage,  but  in  the  case  of  a  mine,  the  working  it  is  the  only  mode  in 
which  it  can  be  enjoyed. 

A  second  argument  was  prayed  on  behalf  of  the  heir,  which  the  court 
refused,  thinking  the  case  sufficiently  clear. 

The  court  certified  to  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  that  their  opinion 
upon  the  questions  proposed  to  them,  arising  from  the  first  and  second 
statements  in  the  case,  was,  that  the  widow  of  John  Ilanbury  was  dowablc 
of  all  his  mines  of  lead  and  coal,  as  well  those  which  were  in  his  own 
landed  estates  as  the  mines  and  strata  of  lead  or  lead  ore  and  coal  in 
the  lands  of  other  persons,  which  had  in  fact  been  open  and  wrought 
before  his  death,  and  wherein  he  had  an  estate  of  inheritance  during 
the   coverture  ;    and  that   her  right  to  be  endowed  of  them   had  no 
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dependance  upon  the  subsequent  continuance  or  discontinuance  of 
working  them,  either  by  the  husband  in  his  lifetime,  or  by  those 
claiming  under  him  since  his  death. 

They  thought  too  that  her  right  of  dower  of  such  mines,  &c.,  could 
not  be  in  any  respect  affected  by  leases  made  by  the  husband  during 
the  coverture  ;  but  if  any  of  the  existing  leases  for  years  were  made 
by  the  husband  before  marriage,  then  the  endowment  (if  made  of  the 
mines),  must  be  of  the  reversions  and  of  the  rents  reserved  by  such 
leases  as  incident  to  the  reversions  ;  in  which  case  they  thought  the 
widow  would  be  bound  so  long  as  the  demises  continued,  to  take  her 
share  of  the  renders,  whether  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  respective  reservations.  They  were  also  of  opinion  that 
the  widow  was  not  dowable  of  any  of  the  mines  or  strata  which  had  not 
been  opened  at  all,  whether  in  lease  or  not. 

In  assigning  the  dower  of  Mr.  Hanbury's  own  lands,  the  sheriff  must 
estimate  the  annual  value  of  the  open  mines  therein  as  part  of  the  value 
of  the  estates  of  which  the  widow  is  dowable  ;  but  it  was  not  absolutely 
necessary  that  he  should  assign  to  her  any  of  the  open  mines  them- 
selves, or  any  portions  of  them.  The  third  part  in  value  which  he 
should  assign  to  her  might  consist  wholly  of  land  set  out  by  metes  and 
bounds,  and  containing  none  of  the  open  mines.  Or  he  might  include 
any  of  the  mines  themselves  in  the  assignment  to  the  widow,  describ- 
ing them  specifically  if  the  particular  lands  in  which  they  lie  should  not 
also  be  assigned  ;  but  if  those  lands  should  be  included  in  the  assign- 
ment, the  open  mines  within  them  might,  but  were  not  necessarily  to 
be  so  described,  being  part  of  the  land  itself  which  was  assigned  :  and 
as  the  working  of  open  mines  was  not  waste,  the  tenant  in  dower  might 
work  such  mines  for  her  own  exclusive  profit.  Or  the  sheriff  might 
divide  the  enjoyment  and  perception  of  the  profits  of  any  of  the 
particular  mines  as  after-mentioned. 

In  regard  to  the  mines  and  strata  which  Mr.  Ilanbury  had  in  the 
lands  of  other  persons,  they  were  of  opinion  that  it  w:is  not  necessary 
that  the  Bheriff  should  divide  each  of  the  mines  or  strata  ;  but  he  might 
assign  such  a  number  of  them  as  might  amount  to  one-third  in  value  of 
the  whole,  or  he  might  proportion  the  enjoyment  of  such  of  them  as  he 
should  think'  necessary.  BO  as  to  give  each  a  proper  share  of  the  whole. 

[fthe  division  of  an  open  mine  conld  be  made  by  metes  ami  bounds, 
a-  lands  are  required  to  be  divided  without  preventing  the  parties  from 
having  the  proper  enjoyment  and  perception  of  the  profits,  they  thought 
that  mode  should  be  adopted  ;  but  as  the  property  seemed  to  them  to 
be  incapable  of  a  beneficial  severance  in  that  way.  theythoughl  the  case 
analogous  to  some  of  those  stated  bj  Lord  Coke,  1  Inst.  82a;  wherein 
it  i>  held  that  the  sheriff  may  make  the  assignment  in  a  special  manner; 

and  that  therefore  he  might  SO  proceed  with  respect  to  the  mile-  in 
question.  They  found  no  authority,  however,  establishing  any  precipe 
mod'-  of  dividing  a  mine,  nor  could  they  point  out  any  that  might  not 
be  attended  with   inconvenience;  but   if  the   sheriff  was  to   make    the 
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assignment,  they  thought  he  might  lawfully  execute  his  duty  by  direct1 
ing  separate  alternate  enjoyment  of  the  whole  for  short  periods,  pro- 
portioned t"  the  share  each  had  in  the  subject,  or  by  giving  the  widow 
a  proportion  of  the  profits. 

In  answer  to  the  last  question  proposed  to  them,  they  were  of  opinion 
that  the  widow  was  entitled  to  work  for  her  own  exclusive  use  the  open 
mine  within  the  close  that  had  been  assigned  to  her  without  any  excep- 
tion of  the  mine,  for  her  dower  of  one  of  the  estates,  notwithstanding 
the  excess  arising  from  the  omission  of  such  exception  ;  and  inasmuch 
as  the  assignment  was  the  act  of  the  heir  himself,  being  of  full  age  at 
the  time,  they  thought  he  had  no  remedy  at  law  against  the  dowress  for 
avoiding  the  consequences  of  that  act.  Had  he  been  under  age  at  the 
time,  he  might  have  had  relief  by  writ  of  admeasurement  of  dower ;  or 
had  the  assignment  been  made  b}'  the  sheriff  in  execution  of  a  judg- 
ment in  dower,  the  heir  might  have  had  a  scire  facias  to  obtain  an 
assignment  de  novo.1 


STANWOOD   v.   DUNNING. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Maine.     1837. 

[Reported  14  Me.  290.] 

This  was  an  action  of  doioer,  and  was  submitted  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court  from  an  agreed  statement  of  facts.  From  this  it  appeared  that 
David  Stanwood,  the  husband  of  the  demandant,  was  the  son  of  Wil- 
liam Stanwood,  and  they  had  both  died  before  the  demand  of  dower  in 
this  action.  A  deed  of  the  premises  in  which  dower  is  claimed  was 
made  from  William  to  David,  dated  March  1,  1824,  and  acknowledged, 
March  6,  1824.  David  Stanwood  conveyed  the  same  premises  to 
Charles  Stanwood  by  deed  dated  March  6,  1824,  and  acknowledged 
the  same  day,  both  of  which  deeds  were  executed  at  the  same  time 
and  place,  although  bearing  different  dates.  The  marriage  before 
the  time  the  deed  was  made  to  David,  and  demand  of  dower,  were 
admitted.  The  defendants  claim  under  conveyances  from  Charles 
Stanwood.  It  was  agreed,  that  the  object  of  the  father  was  to  divide 
the  estate  between  the  sons  ;  that  Charles  gave  David  his  notes  for  the 
farm  at  the  same  time,  and  that  David  was  notoriously  insolvent, 
and  that  all  appeared  to  be  clone  according  to  previous  arrangement 
between  the  parties.  If  admissible,  on  objection  made  by  defendants, 
the  plaintiff  can  prove  by  parol,  that  this  arrangement  was  made  merely 
to  protect  the  property  from  David's  creditors,  so  that  it  might  be  held 
for  his  benefit,  and  that  of  his  family  ;  that  the  witness  knew  this  fact 
from  conversations  with  William,  David,  and  Charles  ;  that  the  farm 
was  once  in  the  hands  of  the  witness,  and  that  when  he  sold  it  he  tried 
1  As  to  dower  in  wild  lands,  see  1  Scrib.  Dow.  c.  10,  §§  11-24. 
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to  obtain  a  release  from  the  plaintiff  of  her  right  of  dower,  but  could 
not,  and  hi  consequence  thereof  sold  the  premises  for  81200  less  than 
he  otherwise  should  have  had.  and  that  he  sold  Bubject  to  her  right.  It 
was  also  agreed,  if  the  paper  is  admissible  in  evidence,  that  on  the  same 
6th  of  March,  1824,  Charles  Stanwood  gave  a  life  lease  in  the  same 
premises  to  the  said  William  Stan  wo.  id.  The  only  question  raised,  was 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  dower  in  the  premises. 

The  ease  was  argued  in  writing. 

WHO*  and  Fessend  n,  for  the  demandant. 

Mitchell,  for  the  defendants. 

After  a  continuance  for  advisement,  the  opinion  of  the  court  was 
drawn  up  by 

Emery,  J.  The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  on  the  facts 
legally  and  properly  proved,  David  Stanwood  had  such  seisin  of  the 
premises  as  could  entitle  the  demandant  to  dower.  Premising,  that 
family  settlements  made  without  fraud,  are  justly  entitled  to  the  favor- 
able consideration  of  courts,  we  proceed  to  suggest  our  ideas  of  the 
merits  of  the  case,  as  disclosed  in  the  agreed  statement  of  facts.  The 
claim  of  dower,  it  lias  long  been  said.  18  to  be  favored.  Still  unless  the 
husband  were  legally  and  beneficially  seised  of  the  estate  dming  the 
coverture,  the  wife  is  not  entitled  to  dower.  But  if  the  land  vests  in 
the  husband  but  for  a  single  moment  beneficially  for  his  own  use,  the 
wife  shall  be  endowed. 

It  is  said,  that  the  case  cited  by  plaintiff  from  Cro.  Eliz.,  508,  which 
i-  Broughton  v.  Randall,  is  differently  reported  in  Noy,  64.  In  do. 
Eliz.  it  is  said,  the  title  of  the  ferm  to  recover  dower  was,  that  the 
father  and  son  were  joint-tenants  to  them,  and  the  heirs  of  the  son; 
and  they  were  both  hanged  in  one  cart;  but  because  the  son,  as  was 
deposed  by  witnesses,  survived,  as  appeared  by  some  token-;,  viz.  his 
Bhaking  his  legs,  his  feme  thereupon  demanded  dower,  and  upon  this 

ISSne,  nunques  8eUu  dower,  this  matter  was  found  for  the  demandant. 

In  Eloper  on  Property,  Let  vol.  369,  the  ease  of  Broughton  v.  Ran- 
dall is  thus  stated.  A  lather  was  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  his  Bon 
iii  tail,  remainder  to  the  righl  heir-  of  the  father.  Both  of  them  were 
attainted  of  felony  and  executed  together.  The  son  had  uo  issue,  and 
the  father  left  a  widow.  Evidence  was  given  of  the  father  having 
moved  or  struggled  after  the  Bon,  and  the  father's  widow  claimed  dower 
of  the  estate,  and  it  was  adjudged  to  her.  The  principle  appear-  to  be 
this:  that  the  instant  the  father  survived  the  son,  the  estate  for  life  of 
the  father,  united  with  the  remainder  in  fee  limited  to  him  upon  the 

determination  of  the  vested  estate  tail  in  the  a bo  thai  the  less  estate 

having  merged  in  the  greater,  the  father  became  Beised  of  the  freehold 
and  inheritance  for  a  moment  during  the  marriage,  to  which  dower 

attached  it-ell'. 

But  if  the  instantaneous  seisin  be  merely  transitory,  thai  la,  when 
the  very  same  ad  by  which  the  husband  acquires  the  fee,  takes  it  onl 
of  him,  so  that  be  Is  merely  the  condnil  for  passing  it.  and  takes  ,„, 

interest,  BUch  a  momentary  seisin  will  Dot  entitle  his  widow  to  dower. 


638  BTA.KWOOD    V.    DUNNING.  [CHAP.  II. 

An  Illustration  is  given  in  the  Knglish  books,  that  if  lands  be  granted 
to  the  husband  ami  his  heirs  by  a  fine,  who  immediately  by  the  same 
fine  renders  it  hack  to  the  conusor,  the  husband's  widow  will  not  be 
entitled  to  dower  of  such  an  instantaneous  seisin.  Dixon  v.  Harrison, 
Vaughan,  11  :  Cro.  Car.  191  ;  Co.  Lit.  81. 

In  this  case,  the  marriage,  death  of  the  husband,  and  demand  of  dower- 
are  admitted,  but  his  seisin  is  denied. 

Without  going  into  an  examination  of  the  law  relating  to  the  four 
species  oi'  lines  used  in  England,  we  may  remark,  that  it  is  considered 
there  as  one  of  the  most  valuable  of  the  common  assurances  of  that 
realm,  being  in  fact  a  fictitious  proceeding,  to  transfer,  or  secure,  real 
property,  by  a  mode  more  efficacious  than  ordinary  conveyances.  1  Co. 
Lit.  121  a. 

But  to  show  how  this  mode  of  passing  property  bears  on  the  seisin  of 
the  husband,  so  far  as  instantaneous  in  the  ease  of  a  fine,  compared  with 
it  in  case  of  bargain  and  sale,  the  case  of  Nash  v.  Preston,  Cro.  Car. 
191,  is  not  inappropriate.  It  was  a  bill  in  chancery.  "J.  S.  being 
seised  in  fee,  by  indenture  enrolled,  bargains  and  sells  to  the  husband 
for  £120,  in  consideration,  that  he  shall  re-demise  it  to  him  and  his  wife 
for  their  lives,  rendering  a  peppercorn  ;  and  with  a  condition,  that  if 
he  paid  the  £120  at  the  end  of  20  years,  the  bargain  and  sale  shall  be 
void.  He  re -demiseth  it  accordingly  and  dies;  his  wife  brings  dower. 
The  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  shall  be  relieved  against  this 
title  of  dower.  Jones,  J.,  and  Croke,  to  whom  the  bill  was  referred, 
conceived  it  to  be  against  equity  and  the  agreement  of  the  husband  at 
the  time  of  the  purchase,  that  she  should  have  it  against  the  lessees,  for 
it  was  intended  that  they  should  have  it  re-demised  immediately  to  them, 
as  soon  as  they  parted  with  it ;  and  it  is  but  in  nature  of  a  mortgage ; 
and  upon  a  mortgage,  if  land  be  re-demised,  the  wife  of  the  mortgagee 
shall  not  have  dower.  And  if  a  husband  take  a  fine  sur  cognizance  de 
droit  comme  ceo,  and  render  arrear,  although  it  was  once  the  husband's, 
yet  his  wife  shall  not  have  dower,  for  it  is  in  him  and  out  of  him  quasi 
uno  flatu,  and  by  one  and  the  same  act.  Yet  in  this  case,  they  con- 
ceived, that  by  the  law  she  is  to  have  dower  ;  for  by  the  bargain  and  sale, 
the  land  is  vested  in  the  husband,  and  thereby  his  wife  entitled  to  have 
dower ;  and  when  he  re-demises  it  upon  the  former  agreement,  yet  the 
lessees  are  to  receive  it  subject  to  this  title  of  dower ;  and  it  was  his 
folly,  that  he  did  not  conjoin  another  with  the  bargainee,  as  is  the  ancient 
course  in  mortgages.  And  when  she  is  dowable  by  act  or  rule  in  law, 
a  court  of  equity  shall  not  bar  her  to  claim  her  dower,  for  it  is  against 
the  rule  of  law,  viz.  "  where  no  fraud  or  covin  is,  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  relieve."  And  upon  conference  with  other  the  justices  at  Serjeant's 
Inn,  upon  this  question,  who  were  of  the  same  judgment,  Jones  and 
Croke  certified  their  opinion  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  "  that  the  wife 
of  the  bargainee  was  to  have  dower,  and  that  a  court  of  equity  ought 
not  to  preclude  her  thereof." 

The  case  of  Holbrook  v.  Finney,  4  Mass.  R.  566,  recognizes  that 
which  we  have  just  recited  as  sound  law. 
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Id  the  case  now  under  discussion,  the  deed  from  William  Stanwood 
to  David  Stanwood  bears  date  the  1st  of  March.  1824,  is  acknowledged 
on  the  6th  of  the  same  month,  and  recorded  March  16th,  1824.  It  is  a 
deed  of  bargain  and  sale  to  said  David  in  fee  for  the  consideration  of 
love  and  affection  with  general  warranty. 

The  deed  from  David  Stanwood  to  Charles  Stanwood  is  dated  the  6th 
of  March,  182-1.  acknowledged  the  same  day.  and  recorded  March  11th, 
1824.  But  if  requisite  so  to  examine  in  order  to  help  to  a  decision,  it 
is  manifest  from  inspecting  the  deed  from  William  to  Charles  Stan  wood, 
that  in  the  order  of  time  the  deed  to  Da\  id  from  William  was  made  first. 
and  then  it  is  apparent  that  David  became  rightfully  seised  in  fee,  and 
beneficially  so,  though  for  a  short  time. 

The  fee  was  not  rendered  back  by  David  to  William,  quasi  vno  flatu . 
and  therefore  the  demandant  is  entitled  to  dower.  It  is  agreed  that  the 
object  of  the  father  was  to  divide  his  estate  among  his  sons.  Nothing 
could  more  strongly  evince  the  propriety  of  leaving  the  law  to  raise  the 
future  benefit  to  the  wife  of  David  in  dower  after  bis  decease,  if  his 
notorious  insolvency  might  put  at  hazard  the  beneficial  continuance  of 
the  property  in  him  dining  his  life. 

The  questions  about  the  admissibility  of  any  other  evidence  of  former 
or  subsequent  agreements  and  conversations,  it  is  unnecessary  to  ex- 
amine further  than  to  say,  that  those  which  preceded  the  i\vvd  of  Wil- 
liam to  David  were  merged  in  that  conveyance.  And  the  subsequent 
agreements  and  conversations  do  not  abridge  the  plaintiff's  right.  But 
we  reject  them.  The  purchasers  under  Charles  Stanwood  arc  e8toppcd 
to  deny  the  seisin  of  David.     Kimball  \.  Kimball,  2  Greenl.  22G. 

Upon  every  view  of  which  the  case  is  legally  susceptible,  on  the  facts 
legally  and  properly  proved,  we  are  satisfied  that  David  Stanwood 
had  Buch  seisin  of  the  premises,  as  would  entitle  the  demandant  to 
dower. 

The  defendant*  must  be  defaulted.1 


ADAMS    r.    HILL. 

SUPEBIOB   COUBT   OF   JUDICATURE   "I     NEW    HAMPSHIRE.       1854. 
GILCHRIST,    C.   J.1     The    plaintiff  claims    dower    in    certain    lands    in 

Greenland. 
Taking  the  deeds  mentioned  in  the  case  En  the  order  of  time,  il  ap« 
thai  on  the  2d  day  of  dune,  1821,  Parrotl  convej*ed  to  Adams 
certain  lands  in  Lancaster,  and  on  the  9th  of  June  Adams  conveyed 

VcObidayv.  Or 
2  ( >nly  the  opinion  i  •  hi  re  given. 
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them  to  Whidden.  On  the  same  9th  of  June,  Whidden  conveyed 
the  Greenland  lands  to  Adams,  wlio  immediately  mortgaged  them  to 
Parrott. 

On  the  2d  of  June,  1821,  Parrott  conveyed  to  Adams  lands  in  Lan- 
castei  of  the  value  of  $2,200. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1821,  Whidden  conveyed  to  Adams  lands  in 
Greenland  to  the  value  of  $4,000. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1821,  Adams  conveyed  to  Whidden  lands  in 
Lancaster  and  other  places,  of  the  value  of  $5,000. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1821,  Adams  mortgaged  the  Greenland  land  to 
Parrott,  to  secure  the  sum  of  6-. 200. 

When  Adams  bought  the  Greenland  lands  of  Whidden,  he  immedi- 
ately mortgaged  them  to  Parrott,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  price  of 
the  Lancaster  lands. 

This  is  the  instantaneous  seisin  alleged  to  exist  by  the  defendant. 

The  rule  is,  that  of  a  seisin  for  an  instant,  the  wife  shall  not  be  en- 
dowed. Co.  Lit.  31  b.  That  is  where  the  new  estate  was  merely  in 
transitu,  and  never  rested  in  the  husband.  Amcotts  v.  Catherich,  Cro. 
Jac.  615.  The  seisin  for  an  instant  is  where  the  husband  by  the  same 
aet,  or  by  the  same  conveyance  by  which  he  acquires  the  seisin,  parts 
with  it.  Thus  if  a  tenant  for  life  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  his  wife  shall 
not  be  endowed,  for  by  making  the  same  feoffment  which  passed  the 
fee,  he  acquired  a  fee.  And  if  a  joint-tenant  make  a  feoffment,  his 
wife  shall  not  be  endowed,  for  by  the  feoffment  he  was  seised  of  a  sev- 
eral estate  but  for  an  instant,  which  he  acquired  and  parted  with  by  the 
feoffment.  Therefore,  where  A.  conveyed  to  B.,  who  by  deed  of  the 
same  date  mortgaged  back  to  A.,  it  was  held  that  13. 's  wife  was  not 
dowable.  Holbrook  v.  Finney,  4  Mass.  Rep.  566.  The  execution  of 
the  two  deeds  was  held  to  constitute  but  one  act. 

In  the  ease  of  Clark  v.  Munroe,  14  Mass.  Rep.  351,  the  mortgage 
was  to  a  third  person,  and  was  made  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  agree- 
ment. It  was  held  that  the  deeds  still  constituted  but  one  transaction, 
and  that  the  wife  of  the  mortgagor  was  not  dowable. 

In  4  Kent's  Com.  39,  it  is  said  that  the  wife  is  not  dowable  "  where 
the  husband  takes  a  conveyance  in  fee,  and  at  the  same  time  mort- 
gages the  land  back  to  the  grantor,  or  to  a  third  person,  to  secure  the 
purchase-money,  in  whole  or  in  part.  Dower  cannot  be  claimed  as 
against  rights  under  that  mortgage." 

In  the  present  case,  the  mortgage  was  not  made  to  secure  the  pur- 
chase-money of  the  Greenland  lands,  but  of  the  lands  in  Lancaster. 
Still  tin;  two  deeds  would  seem  to  constitute  but  one  transaction,  and 
the  estate  passes  out  of  him  at  the  same  instant  he  receives  it.  Stow 
v.  Tift,  15  .John-.  458.  The  husband  is  not  beneficially  seised  so  as 
to  entitle  his  wife  to  dower  against  the  mortgagee,  and  Kent  says  this 
eonclusion  is  agreeable  to  the  manifest  justice  of  the  case.  There 
certainly  is  as  much  justice  in  holding  that  she  is  not  so  entitled  against 
the  mortgagee,  though  the  mortgage  were  not  given  to  secure  the  pur- 
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chase-money  of  that  particular  estate.  If  there  be  only  an  instanta- 
neous seisin  where  the  mortgage  is  given  to  secure  the  purchase-money 
of  the  mortgaged  land,  the  seisin  is  equally  instantaneous  here,  for 
it  can  make  no  difference  what  particular  debt  the  mortgagor  secures. 

We  think,  then,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled   to  dower  on  contribut- 
ing her  due   proportion  of  the   mortgaged  debt.     Ballard  v.  B 
ION.  II.  Rep.  500. 

When  Adams  conveyed  the  land  to  the  defendant,  in  1841,  he  ex- 
cepted from  the  operation  of  the  Arvd  the  mortgage  to  Parrott  of  dune 
(Jth,  1821,  and  the  title  of  the  defendant  from  Parrott  is  not  by  paying 
the  debt  to  Parrott,  and  thus  discharging  the  mortgage,  but  simply  by 
taking  an  assignment  of  it.  It  is  true,  he  holds  all  the  title  that 
Adams  had,  and  all  the  title  that  Parrott  had.  and  the  two  titles,  there- 
fore, unite  in  him.  Now  by  this,  prima  facie,  the  mortgage  debt  is 
extinguished.  Greenough  v.  Bolfe,  1  N.  II.  Rep.  357.  But  that  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  done  without  regarding  the  equities  of  the  par- 
•  -.  The  debt,  even  if  discharged  so  that  an  action  could  not  be 
tained  against  the  original  promisor.  Mill  subsists  in  the  nature  of  a 
charge  or  lien  upon  the  land,  and  upholds  the  mortgage  title  as  against 
any  one  who  onght  not  in  justice  to  take  the  land  bom  the  mortgi 
without  paying  the  money.  Bobirison  v.  Leavitt,  7  N.  II.  Rep.  98. 
So,  in  the  same  case,  it  was  held  that   one  who  pays  the  debt   as  as- 

nee  may  consider  the  debt  as  a  lien  upon  the  land,  so  far  as  just 
may  require,  as  if  the  debt  had  actually  been  assigned.  It  is  also  said 
that  where  money  due  on  a  mortgage  is  paid,  it  shall  operate  as  a  dis- 
charge or  as  an  assignment,  substituting  him  who  pays  in  the  place  of 
the  mortgagee,  as  may  best  serve  the  purposes  of  justice,  and  reference 
is  made  to  Starr  v.  Ellis,  6  Johns.  Ch.  695. 

Bui  il"'  case  haves  no  doubt  on  this  point,  for  it  is  Btated  that  the 
defendanl  took  an  assignment  of  the  debt,  and  the  case  speak-  of  it  in 
no  other  way. 

she.  then,  may  maintain  a  writ  of  dower,  bul  il  can  be  only  on  con- 
tributing her  proportion  of  the  Bum  paid  on  the  mortgage,  in  proportion 
to  her  interest     R      it     v.  '        '■  15  N.  II.  Rep.  43,  and  cases  I 
cited  by  the  court.1 

Marston,  for  the  defendant. 
H-  Us  and  Bacon,  for  the  plaintiff. 

1  The  rest  of  the  opinion  la  omitted. 

V"i  .  vi.  —  n 
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DURANDO   v.   DURANDO. 
i.iiur  of  Appeals  of  New  York.     1861. 

[Reported  23  N.  Y.  831.] 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court.  Paul  Durando  died  in  1847,  leav- 
ing a  widow,  to  whom  he  devised  his  real  estate  for  life;  remainder  to 
his  children,  of  whom  Peter  Durando,  the  husband  of  the  appellant,  was 
one.  In  1855,  during  the  lifetime  of  Paul  Durando's  widow,  a  portion 
of  the  red  estate  was  appropriated  for  the  extension  of  the  Bowery  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  its  value  was,  by  order  of  the  court,  de- 
posited in  the  hands  of  the  chamberlain,  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  the 
widow  Durando  during  her  life,  and  then  to  be  subject  to  the  further 
order  of  the  court.  Peter  Durando  died  in  1853,  leaving  the  appellant 
his  widow.  In  April,  18G0,  immediately  after  the  death  of  Paul  Du- 
rando's widow,  the  appellant  applied  to  the  court  by  petition  claiming 
her  husband's  share  in  the  money,  as  his  personal  estate.  The  case 
was  sent  to  a  referee  to  take  proofs,  &c,  who  reported  that  the  peti- 
tioner was  entitled  to  the  money  as  personal  estate  of  her  deceased 
husband.  Upon  an  appeal,  the  petitioner  claimed,  that  if  the  fund 
was  to  be  regarded  as  real  estate,  she  was  entitled  to  dower  therein. 
The  court,  at  general  term  in  the  first  district,  held  that  the  peti- 
tioner had  no  rights  in  the  fund  as  personal  estate,  nor  any  right 
of  dower  in  the  land  out  of  which  the  fund  arose.  The  petitioner 
appealed  to  this  court,  where  the  cause  was  submitted  on  printed 
arguments. 

2  M.  Buckingham,  for  the  appellant. 

David  Thurston^fox  the  respondents. 

Selden,  J.  To  entitle  a  widow  to  dower,  the  husband  must  have 
been  seised,  either  in  fact  or  in  law,  of  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
land  at  some  time  during  the  coverture.  This  rule  is  inflexible. 
When,  therefore,  the  husband  had,  previous  to  his  death,  simply  a 
reversion  in  fee,  or  a  vested  remainder  expectant  upon  an  estate  for 
life.  hi>  widow  cannot  be  endowed.  As  in  such  a  case  the  husband 
has  never  had  either  possession  or  any  present  right  of  possession,  he 
cannot  be  said  to  have  had  a  seisin  of  any  sort,  either  actual  or  legal. 
It  is  conceded  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  that  this  rule  applies 
where  lands  descend  to  the  husband,  subject  to  the  right  of  dower  of 
the  widow  of  'he  ancestor  ;  as  if  a  father  die  intestate  leaving  a  widow 
and  a  son.  and  the  widow  is  endowed,  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  widow  of 
the  son,  in  case  of  his  death,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father's  widow,  could 

er  be  endowed  of  the  lands  which  had  been  assigned  for  the  dower 
of  the  latter.  But  it  is  insisted,  that  where  the  estate  comes  to  the 
husband,   not    by    inheritance    but   b}-   purchase,  the    widow  may  be 
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endowed,  notwithstanding  her  husband  has  had  only  a  remainder  in 
the  land. 

The  distinction,  or  rather  the  idea  that  it  applies  to  this  case,  is 
evidently  founded  upon  a  misapprehension.  It  is  true,  that  where  a 
father  conveys  lands  to  a  son,  subject  to  the  contingent  right  of  the 
wife  of  the  father  to  dower,  if  the  father  dies,  and  his  widow  is  en- 
dowed,  and  before  her  death  the  son  dies  leaving  a  widow,  the  latter, 
if  she  survive  the  widow  of  the  father,  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  lands 
of  which  such  widow  had  previously  been  endowed.  But  the  reason  is, 
not  because  there  is  any  distinction  between  a  vested  remainder,  which 
comes  by  descent,  and  one  created  by  deed,  but  because  in  the  ease 
supposed,  the  son  becomes  actually  seised  of  the  estate  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  father  ;  and  this  seisin  is  sufficient  to  entitle  his  widow  to  dower, 
although  his  estate  is  contingent,  and  is  defeated  by  the  death  of  the 
father  leaving  a  widow. 

I  can  discover  no  other  foundation  for  the  position  assumed  by  the 
appellant's  counsel,  than  the  inapt  use  by  Coke  of  a  single  word  in  a 
ge  which  I  will  quote.  In  speaking  on  this  subject  he  says: 
••For  example,  if  there  be  grandfather,  father  and  son.  and  the 
grandfather  is  Beised  of  three  acres  of  land  in  fee.  ami  taketh  wife  and 
dieth,  this  land  descendcth  to  the  father  who  dieth  either  before  or  after 
entry,  now  is  tin-  wife  of  the  father dowable.  The  father  dieth,  and  the 
wife  of  the  grandfather  is  endowed  of  one  acre  and  dieth.  the  wife  of  the 
father  shall  be  endowed  only  of  the  two  acres  residue,  for  the  dower  of 
the  grandmother  is  paramount  the  title  of  the  wife  of  the  father,  and  the 
seisin  of  the  father  winch  descended  to  him  (be  it  in  law  or  actual)  is 
defeated  :  and  now  upon  the  matt  r  the  father  had  but  a  reversion,  ex- 
pectant upon  a  freehold,  and.  in  thai  case,  dos  &  doU  )'■('  /'■-,,  debet  / 
although  tli«'  wife  of  the  grandfather  dieth  living  the  father's  wife.  And 
,,,i,  ,i  diversity  between  a  descent  and  a  purchase.  For  in  the 
foresaid,  if  the  grandfather  bad  enfeoffed  the  father,  or  made  a 
gift  in  tail  unto  him.  there  in  the  case  above  said,  the  wife  of  the  lather, 
after  the  decease  of  the  grandfather's  wife,  should  have  been  endowed,  of 
that  part  assigned  to  the  grandmother;  and  the  reason  of  this  diversity 
is,  for  that  the  seisin,  that  descended  after  the  decease  of  the  grand- 
father to  the  father,  i<  avoided  by  the  endowment  of  the  grandmother, 
whose  title  was  consummate  by  the  death  of  the  grandfather ;  but  in 
the  case  of  the  purchasi  or  gift,  that  took  effect  in  il«  lift  of  the  grand- 
father (before  the  title  of  dower  of  the  grandmother  was  consummate), 
i^  not  defeated, but  only  quoad  the  grandmother,  and  in  that  case  there 
shall  be  doadV  'i<>t'  "  (Coke,  Lit  81  a.  b). 

The  word  purchase,  which  occurs  in  this  paragraph,  when  used  in 
contradistinction  to  descent,  includes  the  obtaining  of  title  ly  devise 
as  well  as  by  deed.  Bui  the  whole  reasoning  of  the  passage  quoted, 
shows  that  the  effect  attributed  to  a  purchase  follows  only  when  the 
land  is  conveyed  by  deed.    The  t  on  given  for  the  distinction  is, 

that  a  purchase  takes  effect  in  the  lifi  Mine  of  the  vendor,  and   the  pur- 
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chaser  becomes  af  once  Beised  of  a  defeasible  estate  ;  while  in  case  of  a 
descent,  the  beiris  never  seised  of  the  lands  assigned  for  dower  during 
the  life  of  the  widow,  as  her  title  relates  back  in  all  eases  to  the  death 
of  the  husband.  Now,  in  this  respect,  there  is  not  the  slightest  differ- 
ence between  a  descent  subject  to  dower,  and  a  devise  subject  cither  to 
dower  or  any  other  life  estate.  In  either  ease  the  freehold  passes  di- 
rectly to  the  tenant  of  the  life  estate,  upon  the  death  of  the  ancestor  or 
devisor,  and  neither  the  heir  nor  the  devisee  of  the  remainder  can  have 
any  seisin  until  the  death  of  such  tenant. 

The  distinction  is  stated  in  terms  perfectly  accurate  and  precise  by 
the  chancellor  in  the  east'  of  Dunham  v.  Osborn,  l  Paige,  684  ;  but  in 
the  subsequent  case  of  Cregier  (1  Barb.  Ch.  598),  he  uses  the  word 
purchase  as  it  is  used  by  Lord  Coke,  and  states  the  distinction  as  being 
between  estates  which  came  to  the  husband  by  descent,  and  those  which 
came  by  purchase,  subject  to  dower.  This  inaccuracy  in  the  use  of  the 
word  purchase,  by  both  Lord  Coke  and  Chancellor  Walworth,  is  per- 
fectly palpable  ;  but  as  it  has  led  to  the  bringing  of  so  clear  a  case  as 
the  present  to  this  court,  it  may  be  well  to  advert  to  and  explain  it. 
That  it  is  this  which  has  misled  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  is  obvious, 
as  he  commences  his  citations  in  support  of  his  doctrine  with  the  Year 
Book  (5  Edw.  III.,  title,  Voucher,  249),  which  appears  to  be  the  very 
authority  upon  which  Lord  Coke  based  his  distinction.  None  of  the 
other  authorities  cited  by  the  counsel  have  any  tendency  to  support  his 
position  ;  and  it  is  very  clear  that  it  is  untenable.  The  precise  question 
was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachusetts  in  the  case  of 
Eldridge  v.  Forrestal,  7  Mass.  2.").°,,  and  in  Beekman  v.  Hudson,  20 
Wend.  53,  it  was  assumed  as  perfectly  clear,  that  in  such  a  case  the 
widow  was  not  entitled  to  dower. 

There  can  be  no  pretence  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the  fund  in 
question  as  personal  estate,  under  the  Statute  of  Distributions.  The 
money  is  the  product  of  the  land  taken,  and  must  belong  to  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  land  which  it  represents,  and  out  of  which  it  arose. 
Besides,  the  title  had  already  vested  in  the  heirs  when  the  proceedings 
for  extending  the  street  were  commenced  ;  and  if  the  widow  had  then  no 
right  <>f  dower  in  the  premises,  she  of  course  can  have  no  right  to  the 
money  even  if  it  is  to  be  considered  as  personal  estate. 

The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  must  be  affirmed. 

All  the  judges  concurring,  , 

Judgment  affirmed. 

l  Cf.  Black  v.  Elkhorn  Mining  Co.,  163  U.  S.  445  (1896). 
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SECTION   III. 

DOWEH   BY   ESTOPPEL. 

GAUNT   v.    WAINMAN. 
Common  Pleas.     1836. 
[Reported  3  Bincj.  N.  C.  69.] 

To  a  writ  of  dower  the  tenaut  pleaded  that  the  husband  of  de- 
mandant was  not  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  with  him  seised  of  such 
estate  in  the  messuages  and  lands,  ^c.  in  question,  whereof  he  could 
endow  the  demandant. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  in  October,  1824,  the  assignees  of  the 
demandant's  husband,  then  a  bankrupt,  conveyed  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion to  the  defendant  under  the  description  of  v>  All  that  messuage,  and 
all  such  plot  or  part  as  is  of  the  nature  or  tenure  of  freehold,  of  and  in 
a  close  called  Near  Bank." 

The  tenant  proved  that  the  premises  were  leasehold:  but  it  being 
objected  that  he  was  estopped  to  offer  this  proof  against  the  deed  under 
which  he  had  taken  the  premises,  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  demand- 
ant, with  leave  for  the  tenant  to  move  to  set  it  aside. 

A  rule  /<isi  having  been  obtained  accordingly, 

<  resweU  and  Hoggins,  who  showed  cause,  referred  to  Sheph.  Touchst 
."»:;.  and  the  authorities  cited  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Lainaon  v. 
Trcmere.  1  Adol.  &  E1L  792,  to  show  that  the  tenant  was  estopped  by 
the  deed  under  which  he  claimed  title  t<>  dispute  the  nature  <>t'  the  title 
conferred  by  that  deed.  [Tindal,  C.J.  As  between  the  parties  to  that 
deed  there  may  be  an  estoppel  ;  but  you  sit  it  up  againsl  a  stranger  to 

tin-  dec. 1. 1     The  defendant  bin  ing the  property  subject  t<>  dower,  bought 

it,  in  effect,  of  the  wile  as  well  as  of  the  husband;    lie  is  therefore 
>pped  to  turn  round  againsl  the  party  of  whom  lie  purchased.     [Tin 

DAL,  C.J.  Suppose  he  had  DOUghl  the  1 1 remises  as  a  leasehold  ;  would 
the  demandant   be  estopped  to  sa\  thai   lhey  were  freehold?]      It  maybe 

conceded  she  would  not. 

Wightman,  for  the  tenant.  That  disposes  of  the  case,  for  there  can 
be  no  estoppel  unless  it  Ik- mutual.     Bui   this  was  tstoppel  even 

;. el  ween  the    parties  to  liie  deed  ;    for  If  it   were,  a  partj    who  BhoulQ 

buy  a  leasehold  under  the  representation  that  it  was  freehold,  could 
never  bring  an  action  on  the  covenant  tor  title,  lie  would  be  under 
the  double  disadvantage  of  not  having  the  estate  he  bargained  for,  and 
of  being  subjeel  to  dower  upon  a  leasehold  estate. 

Tindal,  C.J.     I   think  this  is  a  case  In  which  the  defendant   is  not 
precluded    from  showing  the    real    nature  Of  the   estate.      According   to 
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Co.  Lit.  852  a,  "Every  estoppel  ought  to  be  reciprocal,  that  is,  to 
bind  both  parties;  and  this  is  the  reason,  thai  regularly  a  stranger 
shall  neither  take  advantage,    nor  be  bound  by  the  estoppel." 

It  would  be  haul  indeed  if  it  were  otherwise  ;  and  therefore  this  rule 
nuisi  be  made 

Absolute. l 


BOWNE   v.   POTTER. 

Supreme  Court  oe  New  York.     1837. 

[Reported  11  Waul.  104.] 

Tins  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  dower,  tried  at  the  Tioga  Cir- 
cuit in  December,  1834,  before  the  lion.  Robert  Mo/iell,  one  of  the 
circuit  judges. 

The  plaintiff  proved  her  marriage  with  Robert  L.  Bowne  in  the  jear 
1803.  and  the  death  of  her  husband  in  1821,  and  produced  in  evidence 
the  exemplification  of  a  warranty  deed  from  her  husband  to  one  Daniel 
Fairchild,  bearing  date  28th  April,  1812,  conveying  two  lots  of  land, 
an  undivided  third  of  which  was  demanded  in  this  action.  She  also 
produced  an  exemplification  of  a  deed  from  Fairchild  to  the  defendant, 
bearing  date  18th  September,  1820,  conveying  the  same  lots,  and 
proved  that  in  June,  1812,  Fairchild  was  in  possession  under  the  deed 
to  him,  and  continued  in  such  possession  until  he  was  succeeded  by 
the  defendant  under  his  deed  from  Fairchild.  The  defendant  offered 
to  prove  that  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  Fairchild,  Bowne  was 
not  in  the  actual  possession,  had  not  title  to,  and  was  not  seised  of  the 
lots  conveyed  by  him  ;  that  when  Fairchild  entered  into  possession  the 
lots  were  wild  and  uncultivated,  and  never  had  been  in  the  actual  pos- 
session of  Bowne  ;  and  further,  that  after  the  defendant  came  into  the 
possession  of  the  lots,  a  suit  for  their  recovery  was  instituted  against 
him  by  the  heirs  of  the  original  patentee,  who  held  the  paramount  and 
true  title  to  the  lots,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  purchased  the  lots 
and  took  a  conveyance  from  such  heirs  :  which  evidence  was  objected 
to  by  the  plaintiff  and  rejected  by  the  judge.  The  jury  thereupon,  un- 
der the  charge  of  the  judge,  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  moves  for  a  new  trial. 

J.  A.  Collier,  for  the  defendant. 

./.  .1.  Spencer,  for  the  plaintiff. 

By  the  Court,  Nelson,  C.  J.  The  only  question  presented  in  this 
case  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  gave  such  proof  of  the  seisin  of  her  hus- 
band during  coverture  in  the  premises,  as  will  entitle  her  to  dower  in 
ime,  and  as  prevents  the  defendant  from  disputing  the  fact.  The 
defendant  offered  to  show  that  the  husband  never  had  title  to  the 
premises,  but  did  not  offer  to  show  an  eviction. 

1  See  Foster  v.  Dvrinel,  49  Me.  44  (1861). 
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The  ground  assumed  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  is,  thot  the 
acceptance  of  a  deed  from  the  husband  and  possession  of  the  premises 
under  it,  is  an  admission  of  the  seisin  by  the  grantee  and  all  coming  in 
under  him,  and  that  they  are  estopped  from  contradicting  it,  and  sev- 
eral cases  in  this  court  were  cited  to  sustain  tliis  position.  1  Caines, 
185  ;  C  Johns.  R.  293  :  7  Id.  281  ;  9  Id.  344  ;  1.")  Id.  21  ;  •>  Ed.  124  : 
5  Co  wen,  301  ;  12  Wendell,  65.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  endea- 
vored to  distinguish  this  case  from  those  heretofore  decided,  upon  the 
ground  that  no  actual  possession  of  the  premises  had  been  taken  by 
the  husband,  or  existed,  before  the  deed  to  Fairchild,  from  which 
seisin  could  be  implied,  or  if  the  taking  of  the  deed  and  entry  into  pos- 
session was  prima  /'trie  evidence  of  seisin  as  against  Fairchild. 
and  those  claiming  under  him,  it  was  not  conclusive,  and  might  be 
rebutted. 

In  all  the  cases  referred  to  it  does  appear  that  the  husband  had  been 
in  the  actual  possession  and  occupation  of  the  land,  but  that  fact  does 
not  seem  to  have  been  specially  relied  upon,  and  in  some  of  them  is 
not  noticed  as  a  controlling  circumstance.  In  Hitchcock  v.  Harring- 
ton, fi  Johns.  K.  290,  Kent,  C.  J.,  says,  the  objection  of  want  of  seisin 
in  the  husband  cannot  be  received  from  the  defendants,  as  they  hold 
under  the  huoband  by  virtue  of  conveyances  from  his  son  and  heir-at- 
law.  Again,  in  Collins  \.  Torry,  7  Johns.  R.  278,  the  court  say  the 
tenant  derives  his  title  from  and  holds  under  the  title  of  the  husband  of 
the  demandant,  as  it  existed  during  coverture,  and  he  therefore  is  not 
permitted  to  deny  the  seisin  of  the  husband.  And  again,  in  Hitchcock 
x.  Carpenter,^  Id.  .".11.  a-  the  defendant  claims  under  the  heirs  of 

Ferris,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  the  seisin  and  death  of  Ferris,  the 
former  husband  Of  the  demandant.  He  has  affirmed  thai  seisin  by  tak- 
ing under  the  heirs  ;   and   that  it    was  so  considered  by  the  court  in  the 

case  of  Hitchcock  v.  Harrington.      Taylor's  Case,  cited  from  Sir  W. 

Jones,  :;17,  was  there  referred  to.  where  it  was  held  that  if  a  tenant  at 
will  or  for  years  made  :i  feoffmenl  in  fee  and  died,  and  his  wife  brought 

dower  againsl  the  feoffee,  he  conld  not  plead  that  the  husband  was  not 
seised.  This  case  is  mentioned  as  good  law  in  all  the  respectable 
treatises  on  dower.  1  Cruise,  L48,  g  19;  _'  Bac.  Abr.  883,  871,  n.; 
l  Co.  Lit  665,  n.  g. ;  Park  on  Dower.  M.  [n  a  note  of  Mr.  Gwillim, 
in  Bacon,  he  remarks,  that  where  a  husband  tortiously  gains  an  instan- 
taneous seisin,  a-  againsl  the  person  benefited  by  and  deriving  an 
in  virtue  of  such  tortious  act,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  her  dower, 
and  he  refers  to  Taylor's  Case,  and  the  reason  given  is  that  Bince  the 
feoffee  received  his  estate  from  the  feoffor,  he  is  estopped  to  saj  the 
husband  was  never  seised;  and  besides,  in  respect  of  the  feoffee,  the 
feoffor  had  an  estate,  though  in  regard  to  the  disseisee  be  i-  a  wrong- 
doer. See  also  2  Bac.  Abr.  338,  tit.  Disseisin.  It  is  laid  down  in 
some  of  the  book,  that  this  rub-  ia  nol  applicable  to  the  feoffment  of  a 
tenant  for  life,  but  .Mr.  Park  is  inclined  to  think  otherwise,  p.  1 1  ;  Fitz. 
Nat.  Br.  852;   Moy.  150,  n.    It  bad  before  been  remarked  bj  this 
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author,  in  his  very  valuable  treatise,  p.  37,  that  a  mere  naked  seisin 
without  right,  or  defeasible  by  title  paramount,  as  that  of  a  disseisor, 
abater,  intruder,  discontinue^  or  other  person  having  the  freehold  and 

inheritance    by  wrong,  is    such    a   seisin    as   dower  will   attach  upon,  as 

against  all  persons  deriving  title  under  such  tortious  or  defeasible  seisin, 

and  until  it  shall  be  avoided  by  the  entry  or  action  of  the  person  having 
right,  or  by  operation  of  law  called  remitter.  Jianden  v.  BdUffh,  Cro. 
(  i.  804,  -"'i1"'.  And  it  is  well  settled  at  common  law  that  the  heir  or 
alienee  of  a  disseisor  cannot  lie  entered  upon  or  ousted  by  the  disseisee, 
except  by  the  orderly  course  of  law.  3  Black.  Com.  177,  178,  17(J, 
180.  The  defeasible  title,  in  such  a  case,  therefore,  could  only  be 
determined  by  a  judgment  and  execution  under  the  paramount  title. 

It  i^  true,  that  a  conveyance  by  feoffment  operated  upon  the  posses- 
sion without  any  regard  to  the  interest  or  estate  of  the  feoffor,  so  that 
to  make  it  valid,  nothing  was  wanting  but  actual  possession,  and  there- 
fore such  a  conveyance  by  a  tenant  for  life  or  years  with  livery  of 
seisin  passed  an  estate  in  fee,  and  operated  as  a  disseisin  of  the  real 
owner.  In  this  respect,  it  differs  from  our  modern  instruments  of  con- 
veyance. But  this  difference  exists  more  in  name,  than  in  substance. 
The  real  owner  had  still  a  remedy  by  which  he  could  become  re-seised. 
Under  our  modern  deeds  of  conveyance,  the  grantee  in  fee,  taking  pos- 
session, may  defend  suecessfulby  his  title  and  possession  against  all  the 
world  except  the  true  owner.  This  position  he  acquires  by  means  of 
his  conveyance  and  possession,  and  until  evicted  by  the  paramount 
title,  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  for  extending  to  him  the  favor 
of  disputing  the  title  under  which  he  enters  and  holds.  While  undis- 
turbed he  is  enjoying  the  estate  granted,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that 
he  has  provided  b}-  proper  covenants  against  any  future  failure  of  title 
and  eviction. 

It  seems  to  me  also  to  be  an  immaterial  circumstance  in  the  case, 
that  the  grantor  had  not  actual  possession  before  or  at  the  time  of  the 
conveyance  to  Fairchild.  It  did  not  affect  prejudicially  the  legal  oper- 
ation of  the  deed  or  possession  under  it  by  the  grantee.  The  title  he 
acquired  would  have  been  no  better  if  the  grantor  had  been  in  the 
actual  possession.     The  reason  for  the  estoppel  is  the  same. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  if  the  husband  had  entered  into  a  contract 
of  -.ile,  or  given  a  lease  for  life  or  years,  instead  of  this  deed,  the  de- 
fendant would  not  be  permitted  to  deny  his  title  by  way  of  defence  to 
tii'  claim  of  dower,  or  set  up  title  in  a  third  person.  While  occupying 
under  his  vendor  or  lessor,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  purchase  in  even  a 
better  title,  and  thus  dispute  the  title  by  which  he  acquired  the  posses- 
sion. 14  Johns.  R.  22  ;  7  Cowen,  037 ;  5  Wendell,  247.  He  would 
not  be  permitted  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  heir  of  the  lessor  in  an 
action  to  recover  the  remainder  on  the  expiration  of  the  lease:  and  I 
do  not  perceive  how  the  claim  of  the  widow  can  be  distinguished  from 
that  of  the  heir.  She  holds  under  the  title  of  the  husband,  like  the 
heir,  and  her  interest  is  one  which  has  never  been  sold  or  parted  with, 
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and  iu  this  respect  is  like  the  estate  or  remainder  recoverable  by  the 
heir.     It  has  been  decided  in  Jackson  v.  Wattermire,  5  Cowen,  299, 

that  the  same  evidence  of  seisin  which  would  entitle  the  heir  to  recover 
in  ejectment  will  sustain  an  action  for  dower. 

The  soundness  of  this  view  is  also  confirmed  by  the  consideration, 
that  the  right  of  dower  attaches  if  the  estate  be  such  that  the  issue  01" 
heir  might  by  possibility  inherit  it.  Now,  in  this  case,  if  less  than  the 
whole  estate  had  been  conveyed  to  Fairchild  by  the  husband,  after  the 
expiration  of  the  estate  granted,  the  defendant  would  have  been  hound 
to  give  up  possession  to  the  heir  without  disputing  the  title;  and  why 
should  he  not  assign  to  the  widow  her  dower  which  he  has  never  ac- 
quired? Her  rights  are  as  strong  as  those  of  the  heir,  ami  the  hard- 
ship no  greater  in  the  one  case  than  the  other. 

New  (rial  denied. 


SPARROW    r.    KINGMAN. 
Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York.     1848. 

[/,'■.  242.] 

Erbob  from  the  Supreme  Court.  Elizabeth  Kingman  brought  eject* 
ment  in  the  Common  Fleas  of  Erie  County,  against  Erastus  Sparrow 
to  recover  an  undivided  sixth  part  of  certain  premises  as  the  widow  of 
George  G.  Kingman,  deceased.  After  i^sue  joined,  the  cause  was  re- 
moved by  certiorari  into  the  Supreme  Court,  ami  was  tried  at  the  Erie 
Circuit,  before  Dayton,  ( lircuil  Judge,  in  January,  L8  16.  < )n  the  trial,  the 
marriage  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  death  of  her  husband,  were  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  proved  that  her  husband,  George  <■.  Kingman,  and 
Philo  Durfee,  were  in  possession  of  the  premises  from  is:;;  to  1840 
inclusive,  claiming  as  owners,  and  built  certain  mills  thereon  called  the 
11  Erie  Mills ; "  thai  in  February,  1841,  Kingman  gave  a  quitclaim  iln^l 
of  his  interesl  in  the  premises  to  S.J.  Hollcy,  and  that  in  August,  1841, 
Durfee  also  gave  a  quitclaim  <\rc<\  of  his  interesl  in  the  premises  (de- 
clared in  the  <l'<<\  to  be  an  undivided  half)  to  the  defendant.  Thai  in 
April.  1842, the  defendant  and  Holley  united  in  a  quitclaim  (\<it\  of  the 
premises  to  Ira  B.  Care}',  and  that  the  defendant,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  Buit,  was  in  possession  under  a  lease  from  Carey.  The  defend- 
ant offered  to  show  thai  Kingman  never  bad  an}  estate  in  the  premises 
of  which  his  wife  wa9  dowable,  bul  thai  bis  estate  was  a  leasehold  estate 
merely  ;  al-o  tliat  he  never  had  any  title  whatever  to  the  premises.  The 
evidence  bo  offered  wae  objected  to  bj  the  plaintiff,  and  excluded  by  the 
Circuit  Judge  on  the  ground,  thai  as  Kingman,  when  in  possession,  bad, 
by  his  deed  to  rlolley, assumed  tooonvej  a  fee,  and  as  the  defendant  held 
nnder  thai  deed,  he,  the  defendant,  was  bound  bj  it,  and  was  estopped 
from  Betting  up  that  Kingman  had  uot  an  estate  of  which  his  wife  "as 
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dowable.  The  defendant  excepted.  A  verdict  was  bad  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  tin1  defendant,  upon  bill  of  exceptions,  moved  in  the  Supreme 
Court  for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  was  denied,  and  judgment  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff.    The  defendant  brings  error. 

//.  S.  Dodge,  tor  plaintiff  in  error. 

.Y.  /////,  ,//•..  for  defendant  in  error. 

Wright,  .1.  On  the  trial  at  the  Circuit,  the  marriage  of  the  plaintiff 
below  with  George  G.  Kingman,  and  the  death  of  the  latter,  were  ad- 
mitted ;  and  when  the  plaintiff  rested  her  cause  she  had  prima,  facie 
established  a  seisin  in  fee  of  her  husband,  in  his  lifetime,  in  the  lands 
from  which  dower  was  demanded.  For  this  purpose  it  was  sufficient 
to  show  his  actual  possession  of  the  premises,  claiming  as  owner.  This 
is  presumptive  evidence  of  seisin,  and  sufficient  until  the  contrary 
appears.  •_>  Phillips  Evidence,  282;  2  John.  R.  123;  5  Cowen,  301. 
But  she  went  further,  showing  a  quitclaim  or  release  of  the  premises 
from  her  husband  to  S.  J.  Holley,  and  from  Holley  and  others  by  suc- 
cessive releases  to  the  landlord  of  the  defendant.  To  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption of  seisin,  arising  from  this  evidence,  the  defendant  offered 
to  show  affirmatively  that  Kingman  never  had  any  title  to  the  premises, 
or  that,  at  most,  he  had  but  a  leasehold  estate,  of  which  his  wife  was 
not  dowable.  The  Circuit  Judge  rejected  this  evidence,  and  decided 
that  as  Kingman,  when  in  possession,  had.  by  his  deed  to  Holley, 
assumed  to  convey  a  fee,  and  as  the  defendant  held  under  that  deed 
he  was  bound  by  it,  and  was  estopped  from  setting  up  that  Kingman 
had  not  an  estate  of  which  his  wife  was  dowable,  and  that  upon  the 
evidence  given,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

1  am  of  opinion  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  rest  this  decision  upon 
sound  principle,  or  to  reconcile  it  with  the  doctrine  of  estoppels,  as 
generally  understood  and  expounded  by  the  courts ;  although  I  am 
aware  that  there  are  several  cases  in  our  own  courts,  that  hold  that  a 
grantee  of  the  husband  is  estopped  from  denying  his  seisin  in  an  action 
of  dower  brought  by  the  widow.  6  John.  R.  393;  7  J.  R.  279;  12 
Wend.  R.  47  ;  17  Wend.  1G4.  See  2  Hill,  207  ;  3  Hill,  518.  Perhaps 
the  case  of  Bowne  v.  Potter,  17  Wend.  164,  is  the  only  one  that  may 
be  said  to  entirely  assimilate  with  the  present.  The  error  originated 
in  a  dictum  of  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court,  in  an  earby  case,  and 
has  been  followed  until  the  present  time;  recently,  not  because  the 
misapplication  of  the  law  of  estoppels  was  not  distinctly  seen  by  the 
learned  judges  who  sat  in  the  Supreme  Court,  but  for  the  reason  that 
the  rule  had  been  conclusively  settled  for  them  by  repeated  adjudica- 
tions of  their  predecessors.  Here,  however,  the  question  is  not  res 
adjudicate,  and  we  shall  be  at  liberty  to  reject  the  rule,  if  it  shall  be 
found,  on  examination,  irreconcilable  with  the  doctrine  of  estoppels  in 
pais,  and  unsupported  by  principle  or  binding  authority. 

If  the  grantee  in  fee  is  estopped  from  denying  the  seisin  of  his 
grantor,  a  uniform  and  invariable  application  should  be  given  to  the 
rules.     Indeed,  the  reason  is  not  so  strong  for  applying  it  in  dower 
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cases  (in  which  only  it  has  been  fully  applied)  as  in  cases  arising  im- 
mediately between  grantor  and  grantee  or  those  claiming  under  con- 
veyances from  the  grantor.  If  the  grantee,  therefore,  is  invariably 
estopped,  the  grantor,  also,  is  concluded  ;  for  it  is  a  principle  of  the 
law  of  estoppels  that  they  must  be  mutual.  But  I  am  not  aware  that 
it  has  been  latterly  doubted,  that  a  grantor  who  conveys  or  releases, 
without  interest  in  the  lands  conveyed  or  released,  may  not  show  that 
he  had  no  title  to  pass  by  his  conveyance;  unless,  in  the  conveyance 
itself,  by  way  of  recital  or  otherwise,  he  represents  himself  to  be  the 
owner  of  the  premises,  or  having  some  particular  interest  therein,  which 
it  would  be  fraudulent  to  permit  him  to  gainsay  or  deny.  The  recital. 
in  a  conveyance  with  certainty  of  a  particular  fact  forming  an  induce- 
ment for  the  contract,  will  bind  the  grantor,  but  otherwise  there  is  no 
estoppel.  General  words  will  not  have  this  effect.  When  a  grantor 
conveys,  without  title,  but  with  covenant  of  warranty,  he  will  be  con- 
cluded, and  an  after  acquired  estate  will  pass  to  the  grantee,  not 
because  the  party  conveying  had  a  title  at  the  execution  of  his  deed, 
or  that  the  law  will  presume  such  an  absurdity,  but  by  way  of  avoiding 
circuity  of  action.  An  equitable  estoppel  will  be  interposed.  The 
grantor  has  solemnly  covenanted  that  he  had  title  at  the  date  o!  his 
conveyance,  and  has  agreed  to  warrant  and  defend  it  ;  the  hiw  will  not 
permit  the  grantee  to  be  evicted,  and  put  to  his  action  against  the 
grantor  on  the  covenant ;  or  in  other  words,  it  will,  in  an  action  by  the 
latter  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  premises,  estop  him  »•  from  im- 
peaching a  title  to  the  soundness  of  -which  he  must  answer  on  his  war- 
ranto" But  the  grantor  is  not  concluded  unless  an  action  may  be 
brought  against  him.  A  quitclaim  <\vn\  only  purports  to  release  and 
quitclaim  whatever  interest  the  grantor  may  then  have  in  the  premises. 
If  hi'  have  none  in  esse  at  its  delivery,  nothing  passes  ;  and  not  having 
covenanted  to  be  answerable  for  the   soundness   of  the   title   conveyed, 

should  the  grantor  afterwards  acquire  a  valid  estate  in  the  premises, 
he  could  not  lie  chargeable  with  bad  faith  in  attempting  to  enforce  it. 

In  such  a  case  he  could  not  lie  uicl   by  any  direct  admission  on   his   part 

inconsistent  with  the  title  or  claim  be  purposed  to  Be1  up.  and  upon 
which  the  other  party  could  have  an  action,  and  which  woidd  create  an 
injury  to  such  part;  by  allowing  it  to  be  disproved.  Kingman,  the 
grantor  in  the  presenl  case,  therefore,  would  not  have  been  estopped 
by  his  quitclaim  deed  to  Holley  from  Showing  either  that  no  title  passed 
by  it.  "i-  that  the  estate  conveyed  was  less  than  a  fee.  l  Cowen, 
616;  i  Wend.  622;  IS  Wend.  178;  •'<  Hill,  219.  The  Circuil  Judge 
grounded  bis  decision  npon  the  fact  "thai  Kingman,  when  in  i 
sion,  had  by  his  deed  to  Holley,  am  "n,,<!  >■•  convey  a  fee.*1    Tlus.it 

seems  to  me,  was  an  unwarrantable  i Btruction  of  the  deed.     Ii  was 

an  ordinary  quitclaim,  that   might   !'<■.  and  often   is.  used  to  p 
estate  less  than  a  fee.     Kingman,  by  giving  it,  could  assume  nothing  in 

relation  to  the  extent  or  nature  of  the  estate.      The    law  five-   tie 

and  effect  to  be  given  to  the  instrument     It  could  pass  no  greater 
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estate  or  interest  than  the  grantor  himself  possessed  at  the  delivery  of 
it.  Had  Kingman  been  a  tenant  for  life  or  years,  or  seised  in  fee,  till 
his  title,  estate  or  interest  would  have  passed  to  the  grantee  by  the 
convej  ance  which  he  executed,  and  nothing  more.  1  R.  S.  789,  §§  142, 
ll"..  145.  The  deed,  therefore,  from  Kingman  to  Holley,  assumed  to 
pass  whatever  estate  and  interest  Kingman  had  without  specifically 
defining  it. 

[f  the  grantor,  then,  might  show  that  no  title  passed  by  his  quitclaim, 
and  recover  the  land  in  opposition  to  it,  why  should  the  mouth  of  his 
grantee  be  closed  from  denying  that  he  received  an  estate  in  lee  from 
him.  or  that,  indeed,  any  title  passed  by  his  conveyance?  Apply 
the  rule  of  mutuality,  and  it  is  impossible  to  assign  a  valid  reason. 
Both  parties  must  be  bound,  or  intended  to  be,  else  neither  is  con- 
cluded There  can  be  no  soundness  in  the  principle  of  estopping  a 
grantee  from  showing  that  no  interest  passed  to  him  by  the  deed  of  the 
grantor,  while  the  latter  is  permitted  to  show  it.  But  it  may  be  further 
observed,  that  this  was  an  action  for  dower  brought  by  Kingman's 
widow,  and  had  Kingman  conveyed  the  premises  to  Holley,  with  cove- 
nant of  warranty,  and  thereby,  by  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel, 
concluded  himself  from  denying  that  a  title  passed  by  his  deed,  the 
willow  could  not  have  been  affected.  His  covenant  could  not  have 
estopped  her.  She  would  have  been  neither  a  party  nor  privy,  but  a 
stranger  to  the  conveyance,  claiming  by  paramount  title.  She  would 
not  be  concluded  if  the  grantor  was,  and  by  the  rule  of  mutuality,  as 
against  a  stranger,  the  grantee  should  not  be.  In  the  case  of  Gaunt 
v.  Wainman,  3  Bing.  N.  C.  69,  the  tenant  was  permitted  to  show  the 
land  to  be  leasehold,  although  it  was  set  forth  as  freehold  in  the  deed 
to  himself  which  was  produced  at  the  trial.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  said,  that 
"if  an  estoppel  existed  it  must  of  necessity  be  mutual;  but  that  it 
could  not  be  contended  that  if  a  husband  conveyed  freehold  as  lease- 
hold, his  widow  would  be  concluded  from  showing  the  real  nature  of 
the  estate  ;  "  and  he  therefore  held  that  the  same  right  existed  in  the 
tenant.  In  the  case  under  consideration  the  defendant  below  proposed 
to  show  that  Kingman  had  but  a  leasehold  estate,  even  admitting  that 
by  his  quitclaim  he  assumed  to  convey  a  fee;  and  in  this  respect,  the 
case  of  Gaunt  v.  Wainman  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  ruling  of  the 
Circuit  Judge.  It  has,  also,  been  held  that  if  baron  and  feme  join  in 
a  lease  for  years,  by  indenture,  rendering  rent,  where  the  baron  hath 
all  the  estate  and  the  wife  nothing;  after  the  death  of  the  baron  the 
lessee,  in  action  of  debt  brought  by  the  feme,  shall  not  be  concluded 
to  say  that  at  the  time  of  the  lease  made  the  feme  had  nothing  in  the 
lands,  because  the  feme  being  covert  was  not  estopped,  and,  by  conse- 
quence, neither  shall  the  lessee,  for  the  reason  that  all  estoppels  ought 
to  be  mutual.  Bacon's  Abridg.  Title  Leases  (O)  and  cases  cited.  To 
hold,  therefore,  that  the  grantee  is  estopped,  when  sued  by  the  widow, 
from  showing  that  his  grantor  had  no  estate  in  premises,  or  a  less 
estate  than  bis  deed  purported  to  convey,  whilst  the  widow,  not  being 
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a  party  or  privy  to  the  conveyance,  is  not  barred,  is  a  violation  of  Lord 
Coke's  first  rule.  viz. :  that  "  estoppels  ought  to  be  reciprocal.*' 

It  is  contended  that  the  grantee  is  concluded  by  acceptance  <>f  the 
deed.  lint,  waiving  the  doctrine  of  mutuality,  this  cannot  be,  unless 
there  be  an  estate  which  has  actually  passed  to  the  grantee  by  it.  eo- 
extensive  with  its  description  in  the  conveyance.  The  mere  accept* 
ance  of  a  deed-poll,  when  no  interest  actually  passes  by  it,  surely 
cannot  conclude  the  party  accepting.  Such  a  conclusion  would  be 
totally  irreconcilable  with  every  principle  of  the  law  of  estoppel  in  pais. 
Lord  Coke,  in  treating  of  estoppels  in  pais,  includes  that  ••  ly  accept- 
ance of  an  estate,"  but  he  distinctly  illustrates  his  meaning  ly  an 
example  which  he  gives  of  a  case  put  by  Littleton,  viz. :  of  a  common 
law  assurance  by  feoffment  without  writing  accompanying  it.  Such  an 
assurance  operated  on  the  possession,  and  if  correctly  pursued  always 
passed  a  freehold  or  fee  simple  to  the  feoffee.  But  in  the  case  of  a 
conveyance  by  grant,  bargain  and  sale  or  release,  in  which  it  is  never 

-ary  that  actual  possession  should  accompany  the  deed,  tin-  wrv 
point  is  whether  an  estate  existed  in  the  grantor,  and  has  passed  to  lie 
accepted.  In  Taylor's  Case,  34  Eliz.  (cited  in  Sir  W.  Jones,  317), 
which  has  been  relied  on  to  sustain  the  doctrine  that  a  grantee  is 
estopped  in  dower  cases  to  deny  the  seisin  of  the  husband,  it  was  held 
that  if  a  tenant  at  will  or  for  years  make  a  feoffment  in  fee  and  died, 
and  his  wife  brought  dower  against  the  feoffee,  he  could  not  plead  that 
the  husband  was  not  seised.  This  is  the  case  of  a  tortious  feoffment, 
in  which  the  feoffee  has  obtained  and  retains  the  actual  seisin  of  the 
lands  by  a  wrong,  in  which  he  is  in  some  degree  a  willing  participant. 
It  i-  to  be  remembered  that  to  make  a  valid  feoffment,  nothiug  was 
wanting  but  possession,  and  when  the  feoffor  had  possession,  though  a 
mere  naked  one,  a  freehold  or  fee  simple  passed  to  the  feoffee  by  rea- 
son of  the  livery.  This  livery  of  seisin  was  the  investiture  or  delivery 
of  corporal  possession  of  the  land  to  the  feoffee,  and  was  absolutely 
necessary  to  complete  the  gift.  It  was  a  corporal  transfer  of  the  Boil 
from  one  man  to  another  taking  effect  in  presenti  or  not  at  all.  The 
was  a  principal  actor  in  the  transfer,  and  passed  at  once  into 
the  full  enjoyment  of  the  fee.     Lit  S!  595,599,611,698;  Co.  Lil 

2  Black.  Com.  310,  318.  The  feoffment,  which  could  nol  be 
made  without  an  acceptance  of  the  possession  by  the  feoffee,  whether 
tortious  or  not,  operated  as  a  disseisin  of  the  owner,  and  although  he 
had  a  right  of  entry  by  action  in  the  case  of  a  tortious  disseisin,  that 

might  be  tolled  by  a  descent  cast     Consequent^  it  will  b< 
that   the  acceptance  of  an  estate  passed   by  feoffment  and   liverj   of 
seisin  differs  widely  from  the  acceptance  of  a  modern  conveyance  by 

grant    in  which    it   is    never   neCCSSary,  to  give  it  validilv  I    and 

take  corporal    |  m   of  the   land,  and    by  which   the   grantee   may 

obtain  a  fee,  or  a  less  estate,  or  no  estate  al  all.    The  former  was  one 

of    those    solemn    notorious    acts    ',,,   pais   to   which    the    common    law 
attaches  peculiar  and  extraordinary  <  tli-aiy  and   importance;  as  much 
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9  to  matters  shewn  by  record  or  writing  under  seal.  Hence,  Lord 
Coke  in  enumerating  estoppels  in  paia  includes  Buch  an  acceptance. 
But  who  ever  heard,  at  common  law,  that  where  an  interest  in  lands 
was  attempted  to  be  conveyed  by  deed-poll,  without  livery,  that  the 
grantee  who  accepted  the  deed  was  estopped  from  controverting  the 
seisin  of  the  grantor,  or  in  other  words  from  showing  that  nothing,  or 
a  less  estate  than  a  fee,  passed  by  sucb  deed?  Even  in  the  case  of  a 
lessee  by  deed-poll  it  was  formerly  held  that  he  might  dispute  his  lessor's 
title.  Co.  Lit  47  b  ;  Lit.  §  58  ;  i  Ld.  Raymond,  746.  A  conveyance  by 
feoffment,  with  livery  of  seisin,  has  long  fallen  into  disuse  even  in 
England,  and,  at  least  with  us,  a  grant  without  the  ceremony  of  livery 
is  made  competent  to  convey  and  pass  all  the  estate  and  interest  which 
the  grantor  can  lawfully  convey.  Indeed,  a  grant  never  passed  any- 
thing more.  Lit.  §  608.  The  grant  not  operating  directly  upon  the 
possession  as  in  the  case  of  a  feoffment,  but  simply  on  the  estate  and 
interest  which  the  grantor  had  in  the  premises  granted,  if  nothing 
actually  passes,  it  is  obvious  there  can  be  no  acceptance  of  an  estate ; 
or  if  the  grantor  have  a  less  estate  than  he  conveys,  only  the  estate 
which  he  has  passes,  and  the  acceptance  must  necessarily  be  of  the 
estate  passed.  So  that  in  the  conveyance  of  lands  by  deed,  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  has  been  an  acceptance  of  an  estate  by  the  grantee, 
and  the  extent  of  it,  depends  on  the  solution  of  the  prior  question 
whether  the  grantor  had  any  estate  to  convey,  and  if  he  had,  what  is  its 
real  nature.  A  point  which  must  be  determined  by  proof  aliunde.  In 
the  present  case  the  opportunity  was  denied  to  the  defendant  below 
of  solving  the  question  whether  Kingman  bad  any  estate  or  interest  to 
pass  by  his  deed  ;  and  if  he  bad,  the  nature  and  extent  of  it ;  and  the 
judge  assumed  that  the  mere  acceptance  of  the  instrument,  whether  it 
passed  anything  or  not,  was  sufficient  to  estop  the  defendant  from  con- 
troverting Kingman's  seisin. 

It  was  intimated  in  the  case  of  Springstein  v.  Schermerhorn,  12 
John.  R.  3C3,  that  Co.  Lit.  47  b  was  an  authority  to  show  that  a 
grantee  generally,  under  any  form  of  conveyance,  was  concluded  from 
denying  the  title  of  his  grantor.  But  the  doctrine  is  far  from  being 
sustained  by  the  authority.  It  is  this,  "  that  if  a  man  takes  a  lease  for 
years  by  indenture  of  his  own  lands,  whereof  he  himself  is  in  actual 
seisin  and  possession,  this  estops  him  during  the  time  to  say  that  the 
lessor  had  nothing  in  the  lands  at  the  time  of  the  lease  made,  but  that 
he  himself,  or  such  other  person  was  then  in  actual  seisin  or  possession 
thereof;  for  by  acceptance  thereof  by  indenture  he  is,  for  the  time,  as 
perfect  a  lessee  for  years,  as  if  the  lessor  had  at  the  time  of  the  making 
thereof  an  absolute  fee  and  inheritance  in  him."  The  remarks  of  the 
learned  text  writer  are  limited  to  a  lease  indented  in  which  the  grantee 
is  estopped,  by  his  own  contract  under  seal,  and  not  by  an  act  inpais. 
The  extent  of  the  authority  is  that  Hie  lessee  is  concluded  by  his  own 
deed,  for  it  is  immediately  said,  "  but  if  such  lease  for  years  were 
made  by  deed-poll  of  lands  wherein  the  lessor  had  nothing,  this  would 
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not  estop  the  lessee  to  aver  that  the  lessor  had  nothing  in  those  lands 
at  the  time  of  the  lease  made  ;  because  the  deed-poll  is  only  the  deed 
of  the  lessor,  whereas  the  indenture  is  the  deed  of  both  parties,  and 
both  are  as  it  were  put  in  and  shut  up  by  the  indenture,  that  is  where 
both  seal  and  execute  it.  as  they  may  and  ought."  Co.  Lit.  47  b; 
Bacon's  Abrg.  "  Leases"  (O).  It  is  not  law  now.  that  a  lessee  even 
by  deed-poll,  who  retains  possession  under  his  Lease,  may  dispute  the 
title  of  his  lessor,  but  it  was  in  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  and  hence  the 
illustration  is  pertinent  and  conclusive  in  limiting  and  defining  the  ex- 
tent  of  the  authority  cited.  Again,  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  it 
may  be  shown  that  a  less  estate  passed  than  the  estate  mentioned  in 
the  deed,  although  it  be  an  indenture  ;  which  could  not  be.  if  the  rule 
was  universal  that  a  grantee  is  concluded  by  an  acceptance  of  the  con- 
veyance. 2  Wins.  Saunders,  418,  note  a;  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases, 
407  :  4  Kent's  Com.  'J8.  No  proposition  can  be  more  undoubted,  than 
that  the  grantee  in  a  deed-poll  is  never  estopped  by  the  terms  of  the 
grant,  for  it  is  not  his  deed,  not  having  sealed  and  executed  it :  and  it 
seems  a  sheer  absurdity  to  say  that  he  is  concluded  by  acceptance  of  a 
conveyance,  by  which  no  estate  actually  passed  to  him,  for  the  reason 
that  the  grantor  had  none  to  convey.  Such  a  doctrine  is  entirely 
irreconcilable  with  the  system  of  modern  conveyancing  and  transfer  of 
lands,  and  if  carried  out  would  lead  to  innumerable  and  perplexing 
difficulties.  Actions  on  covenants  of  seisin,  or  warranty,  or  for  quiet 
enjoyment  are  of  daily  occurrence,  but  how  would  it  be  possible  ev<  r 
to  maintain  them,  if  a  grantee  by  an  acceptance  of  the  deed  of  his 
grantor  is  barred  from  showing  a  paramount  title,  or  a  defect  in  the 
estate  of  the  latter?  If  this  rule  prevailed,  these  covenants  in  our 
modern  conveyances  might  be  inserted  as  ornaments,  but  \\<>uld  be  of 
little  practical  utility. 

Chief  Justice  Nelson,  in  the  case  of  the  WeUand  Canal  Company 
v.  Hathaway,  8  Wend.  488,  defined  the  doctrine  of  an  estoppel  in 
pais  as  follows :  -Asa  general  rule,  a  party  will  be  concluded  from 
denying  his  own  acts  or  admissions  which  were  expressly  designed  to 
influence  the  conduct  of  another,  and  did  so  influence  it.  and  when 
such  denial  will  operate  to  the  injury  of  the  latter."  lb-  adds  that  the 
party  will  he  concluded  "  when  in  good  conscience  and  honest  dealing 
he  oughl  not  to  be  permitted  to  gainsay"  bis  acts  or  admissions, 
on,  L.  in  VeuU  v.  OdeU,  8  Hill.  225,  adopts  this  definition  with 
approbation,  and  adds,  "A  party  is  only  concluded  againsl  showing 

the   tlllth.    or   aSSeiling   hi-   legal    right,    When    that    WOUld     ha\e     the    elteet 

of  doing  a  wrong  through  his  mean-  t"  some  third  person.'      I  oder 
bucu  circumstance    ,  ■'  owen  remark-,  in  the  latu  "  tor 

the  prevention  of  fraud,  the  law  holds  the  ad  or  admission  to  be  i 
elusive."     It  must,  however,  have  been  acted  npon  by  the  other  party. 
The  party  who  accepts  the  deed  In  fee  of  a  grantor  having  no  title  or  a 
less  estate  than  he  conveys,  performs  no  ad  expressly  designed  to 
Influence  and  Infloendng  the  conduct  of  the  latter  to  bis  injury,  nor 
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does  he  make  any  admission  which,  "in  good  conscience  and  honest 
dealing,  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  gainsay."    The  fraud,  if  any 
there  be,  is  on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  and  the  injury  will  fall  solely 
upon  the  grantee,  unless  he  be  permitted  to  show  the  truth.     There  is 
no  relation  existing  between  the  grantee  in  fee  and  his  grantor,  as  will 
raise  even  an  implied  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  former  against  a 
denial  of  the  title  and  estate  of  the  latter.    In    Osterhout  v.  Shoe- 
maker, 8  Hill.  518,  the  court  undoubtedly  lays  down  the  true  rule. 
Bronson,  -I.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "Although 
a  tenant  cannot  question  the  right  of  his  landlord,  a  grantee  in  fee  may 
hold  adversely  to  the  grantor,  and  there  can  be  no  good  reason  why  he 
should  not  be  at  liberty  to  deny  that  the  grantor  had  any  title.     There 
is  no  estoppel  where  the  occupant  is  not  under  an  obligation,  express 
or  implied,  that  he  will  at  some  time  or  in  some  event,  surrender  the 
possession.     The  grantee  in  fee  is  under  no  such  obligation.     He  does 
not  receive  the  possession  under  any  contract,  express  or  implied,  that 
he  will  ever  give  it  up.     He  takes  the  land  to  hold  for  himself,  and  to 
dispose  of  it  at  his  pleasure.     He  owes  no  faith  or  allegiance  to  the 
grantor,  and   he  does  him  no  wrong  when  he  treats  him  as  an  utter 
stranger  to  the  title."     See  also  15  Mass.  R.  499.     The  reason  of  the 
rule  is  readily  seen  why  a  tenant  in  possession  may  not  question  his 
landlord's  title,  or  a  vendee,  under  an  agreement  to  purchase,  that  of 
the  vendor.     He  has  obtained  the  possession  which  he  would  not  other- 
wise have  had,  "  under  an  obligation,  express  or  implied,  that  he  will, 
at  some  time  or  in  some  event,  surrender  it."     The  law  will  hold  him 
to  his  obligation.     But  even  in  the  case  of  a  tenant  or  vendee,  should 
he  first  restore  the  possession,  there  would  be  no  obstacle  in  the  way  of 
controverting  the  landlord  or  vendor's  title.     Originally,  at  common 
law,  as  we  have  seen,  the  lessee  by  deed  poll  might  always  dispute  the 
estate  of  the  lessor ;  and  he  is  now  permitted  to  show  that  the  land- 
lord had  a  less  interest  than  he  demised.     In  Doe  v.  Barton,  11  Adol. 
and  Ellis,  315,  it  was  held  that  in  ejectment  the  tenant  may  protect  his 
possession  against  his  landlord  by  showing  that  the  title  of  the  latter 
was  defeasible  under  a  prior  mortgage,  at  the  time  the  lease  was  made, 
and  that  he  has  since  been  compelled  to  pay  rent  to  the  mortgagee,  and 
put  him  in  constructive  possession  of  the  premises.     Thus,  even  in  the 
case  of  a  lessee  where  there  has  been  a  constructive  eviction,  as  in 
Doe  v.  Barton,  he  may  show  a  state  of  facts  in  the  protection  of  his 
possession,  inconsistent  with  the  claim  or  title  of  his  lessor.     Where 
there  has  been  an  actual  eviction  by  title  paramount,  this  right  has 
never  been   doubted.     It  would,  therefore,   be   strange   indeed,  if  a 
grantee  in  fee,  who  is  never  under  any  obligation  to  restore  the  posses- 
sion, and  who  may  have  been  compelled  to  purchase  in  for  his  protec- 
tion an  outstanding  valid  title,  should  be  concluded  from  showing  that 
no  title  passed  by  the  deed  of  his  grantor,  or  that  the  estate  or  interest 
which  passed  was  less  than  that  mentioned  in  the  deed. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should 
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be  reversed,  and  am  content  to  place  my  vote  for  reversal  on  the  dis- 
tinct ground,  that  in  an  action  for  dower  the  grantee  in  fee  of  the  hus- 
band is  not  concluded  from  affirmatively  controverting  the  seisin  of  the 
latter.  This  is  the  law  of  England  and  of  Massachusetts,  and  if  an 
opposite  rule  has  heretofore  prevailed  in  this  State,  it  is  not  too  late  to 
correct  the  error.  Where  property  has  been  acquired,  or  rights  ma- 
tured, and  exist,  under  an  erroneous  decision  of  the  courts,  insomuch 
that  irreparable  mischief  and  injury  must  necessarily  result  from  its 
overthrow,  the  maxim  of  stan  decisis  should  prevail.  But  this  is  not 
one  of  those  errors,  from  the  correction  of  which  injurious  conse- 
quences may  follow. 

Jewett,  C.  J.  The  question  to  be  decided  in  this  ease  is.  whether 
it  was  competent  for  the  defendant  to  show,  that  Kingman  never  had 
any  estate  of  inheritance  in  the  premises.  The  judge  decided  that 
Kingman,  when  in  possession  had  by  his  dved  to  Holley,  assumed  to 
convey  in  fee.  and  as  the  defendant  held  under  that  deed,  he  \\:is 
bound'  by  it,  and  was  estopped  from  setting  up  that  Kingman  had  not 
an  estate  of  which  his  wile  was  dowable. 

It  cannot  be  denied,  but  that  the  decision  of  the  judge  on  the  trial  is 
in  conformity  with  the  principles  settled  by  a  series  of  cases  deter- 
mined by  the  Supreme  Court,  from  Bancroft  v.  White,  1  ('aims.  185, 
to  Sherwood  v.  Vanderiburgh,  2  Hill,  303.  In  the  latter  ease,  how- 
ever, the  late  Mr.  Justice  Cowen  put  his  opinion  upon  the  ground  of 
the  authorities,  and  not  upon  the  ground  that  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
had  been  in  those  cases  correctly  applied,  and  distinctly  BUggested  that 
the  question  was  a  very  fit  one  for  review  in  the  court  for  the  correction 
of  errors.  And  Mr.  Justice  Bronson  in  Osterhout  v.  Shoemaker,  § 
Hill.  513,  remarked  in  reference  to  the  cases  which  hold,  that  in  dower 
the  grantee  of  the  husband  i-  estopped  to  deny  the  grantor's  title,  that 
they  were  to  be  followed  because  the  rule  had  been  so  settled,  and  not 
because  it  rested  on  any  sound  principle 

A.s  defined  in  the  books,  "an  estoppel  is  when  a  man  is  concluded 
by  his  own  act  or  acceptance,  to  sa\  the  truth,"  of  which  there  are 
three  kinds.  By  matter  of  record,  by  deed,  and  by  matter  of  pais. 
The  estoppel  which  the  plaintiff  claims  in  this  case  arises  by  matter  in 
pais,  if  at  all;  that  species  arises,  by  livery,  by  entry,  by  acceptance 
of  rent,  by  partition,  and  by  acceptanct    of  an  •  tate.     (  o.  Lit.  666, 

667. 

The  principle  in  respect  to  that,  which  arises  by  an  acceptance  of  an 

estate,  is,  thai  a  man  shall  not  be  permitted,  during  bis  i ion  of 

premises,  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  landlord  under  wl !>«■  entered, 

a„d  applies  only  in  cases  where  tie-  party  accepting  the  estate  (a ler 

me  obligation,  express  or  implied,  that  he  will  at   Borne  time  or  in 

me  event.  surrender  the    | I       ion.      '-The   grantee    in    fee    Ea    Ul 

no  Bach  obligation.     He  doea  not  receive  the  not  m  »sion  under  anj 
tract  express  or  implied  that  he  will  ever  give  it  up.     He  takes  the 

land  to  hold  for  himself,  and  to  ditpose  of  it  at  pleasure.     He  OWI  •  no 
vol..  vi.  —  12 
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faith  or  allegiance  to  the  grantor,  and  docs  him  no  wrong  when  he 

treats   him   as  an    utter  slimmer   to   the   title." 

The  deed  from  Kingman  to  Holley  was  a  mere  quitclaim  deed-poll, 
of  one  part.  Bigned  bj  Kingman  only.  Therefore',  no  one  at  common 
law  would  be  bound  by  it  but  he,  and  it  would  not  work  an  estoppel 
against  the  grantee,  and  1  think  not  as  against  the  grantor.  Co.  Lit. 
■17.  61  ;  Shep.  Touch.  1  Am.  Ed.  .">;>:  Might  v.  BuckneU,  2  Barn.  & 
Adol.  278.  At  the  common  law,  all  the  parts  of  a  deed  indented  in 
judgment  ol'  law  made  but  one  deed,  and  every  part  was  of  as  great 
force  as  all  the  parts  together,  and  were  esteemed  the  mutual  deeds  of 
either  party,  and  either  part}"  might  be  bound  by  either  part  of  the 
same,  and  the  words  of  the  indenture  were  the  words  of  either  party. 
It  was  stronger  than  a  deed-poll,  for  it  worked  an  estoppel  against 
either  party  to  say  or  exeept  anything  against  anything  contained  in  it. 
1  Shep.  Touch.  53;  Plow.  434. 

The  argument  on  the  side  of  the  plaintiff  is  that  Kingman  assumed 
to  convey  a  fee/  and  that  as  the  defendant  held  under  that  deed,  he 
was  bound  by  that  assumption.  This,  I  think,  is  founded  upon  a 
mistake  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law.  I  have  already  remarked  that  the 
deed  is  merely  a  quitclaim  deed  poll ;  and  therefore,  upon  its  face  and 
by  its  terms,  it  only  purports  to  convey  whatever  interest  in  the  prem- 
ises the  grantor  then  had.  It  does  not  affirm  that  he  had  an}'.  How 
then  can  the  grantor  be  supposed  conclusively  to  admit  that  he  had? 
If  the  admission  should  be  co-extensive  with  the  grant,  it  would  be  but 
conditional ;  that  is,  that  if  the  grantor  had  any  right  or  interest  which 
passed  by  his  deed,  it  vested  in  Ilolley*  the  grantee. 

And  now  by  1  It.  S.  739,  §  143,  it  is  enacted  that  no  greater  estate 
or  interest  shall  be  construed  to  pass  b}T  an}T  grant  or  conveyance, 
thereafter  executed,  than  the  grantor  himself  possessed  at  the  delivery 
of  the  deed,  or  could  then  lawfully  conve}',  except  that  every  grant 
should  be  conclusive  as  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  claiming  from 
him  bv  descent;  and  b}'  §  145,  it  is  declared  that  a  conveyance  made 
by  a  tenant  for  life  or  years,  of  a  greater  estate  than  he  possessed  or 
could  lawfully  convey,  shall  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  his  estate,  but 
shall  pass  to  the  grantor  all  the  title,  estate,  or  interest,  which  such 
tenant  could  lawfullj-  convey. 

And  again,  by  1  It.  S.  748,  §  1,  it  is  declared  that  every  grant  or 
devise  in  real  estate,  or  any  interest  therein,  thereafter  to  be  executed, 
shall  pass  all  the  estate,  or  interest  of  the  grantor  or  testator ;  unless 
the  intent  to  pass  a  less  estate  or  interest  shall  appear,  by  express 
tonus,  or  be  necessarily  implied  in  the  terms  of  such  grant;  and  §  2 
provides  that  in  the  construction  of  every  instrument  creating  or  con- 
veying, or  authorizing  the  creation  or  conveyance  of,  anj'  estate  or 
interest  in  lands,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  courts  of  justice  to  carry  into 
effect  the  intent  of  the  parties,  so  far  as  it  can  be  collected  from  the 
whole  instrument,  and  is  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law.  Now,  I  do 
not  think  that  we  are  authorized  to  say  that  Kingman  assumed  by  his 
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deed  to  couve}'  a  fee ;  the  clear  intent,  as  well  as  expression  of  his 
deed,  is  to  convey  only  what  interest  or  estate  he  then  had  in  the 
premises.  But  again.  Co.  Lit.  352  a,  shows  that  every  estoppel  must 
be  reciprocal,  that  is  to  bind  both  parties,  and  that  is  the  reason  that, 
regularly,  a  stranger  shall  neither  take  advantage  of,  nor  be  bound  by, 
the  estoppel;  but  privies  in  blood,  as  the  heir,  and  privies  in  estate,  as 
the  feoffee,  lessee,  &c.  ;  privies  in  law,  as  the  lord  by  escheat,  tenant 
by  the  curtesy,  tenant  in  dower,  the  incumbent  of  a  benefice,  and 
others  that  come  in  under  by  act  of  law,  or  in  the  post,  shall  be  bound 
by,  and  take  advantage  of  estoppels ;  and  Coke,  in  his  twenty-first 
reading  on  fines,  says  "estoppel  is  reciprocal  on  both  sides;  for 
he  that  shall  not  be  concluded  by  a  record  or  other  matter  of  estop- 
pel, shall  not  conclude  another  by  it."  Doe  v.  Martin,  8  Barn.  & 
Cress.  497. 

Now  Kingman  himself  would  not  have  been  estopped  by  his  deed 
to  Holley  from  showing  that  no  title  passed  by  it,  on  the  ground  that 
it  contains  no  covenant  of  warranty  ;  and  after  acquired  estate  by  a 
grantor  passes  to  his  previous  grantee  by  the  rule  of  estoppel  only 
when  there  are  such  covenants  of  warranty,  and  then  to  avoid  circuity 
of  action.  Jackson  v.  HubbeU,  1  Cowen,  GIG;  Jackson  v.  Bradford, 
-1  Wend.  622;  Jackson  v.  Waldron,  lo  Wend.  178. 

The  plaintiff  could  not  claim  anything  by  the  rule  of  estoppel,  in 
respect  to  the  deed  executed  by  her  husband  to  Holley.  She  is  a 
stranger  to  it;  her  right  to  dower  rests  upon  the  title  or  estate  which 
her  husband  acquired  prior  to  his  deed  to  Holley,  and  is  derivable 
under  his  grantor.  This  would  be  a  Sufficient  reason  why  she  could 
not  estop  the  grantee  of  her  husband.  There  would  he  no  mutuality, 
as  she  would  not  be  bound  by  it.     Jeioell  v.  Harrington,  \'J  Wend.  471. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  dower  in  any  Other  lands  than  in  which 
her  husband,  during  the  marriage,  was  seised  of  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance; and  I  think  it  clear  thai  when  she  claims  dower,  the  defendant  is 
at  liberty  to  show  in  Ins  defence  that  her  busband  was  not,  during  the 
marriage,  Beised  of  Bucb  an  estate.  Gaunt  v.  Wainman,  3  Bing. 
N.  C.  69. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and 
that  a  venire  d\  >""■"  should  he  awarded  by  the  Supreme  Court,  with 
-,  to  abide  the  event. 

R u>,  Jones,  Johnson,  and  Gray,  -Id.,  concurred  in  the  result  of 

the  preceding  opinions. 

BnoNspN.  J.,  dissenting.  As  to  one-half  of  the  Erie  Mills,  the  de- 
fendant derived  his  title  and    possession  from   »  -   Kinsman,  the 

plaintiff's  busband;  and  still  hold,  under  that  title.  So  Ion-  as  be 
thus  holds,  he  is  estopped  from  denying  the  seisin  of  the  husband,  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  widow  to  recover  her  dower.  Hitchcock  v. 
Harrington,  6  John.  290;  CoUim  v.  Torry,  ~  John.  278;  Hitcficock 
v.  Carpenter,  §  John.  844;  Davis  \.  Darroto,  12  Wend  65;  Boxom 
v.   Potter,   17  Wend.   I'M;  Sherwood  v.  Vandenbtirgh,  2  Hill.  808, 
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Questionable  as  I  think  this  doctrine  was  a1  the  first  ('2  Hill,  308 ;  3 
Hill,  518,  519),  it  lias  prevailed  t"<>  long  in  this  State  to  be  now  over- 
turned l'.\  a  judicial  division.  If  there  is  any  good  reason  for  changing 
tin'  rule.' the  change  should  he  made  by  the  Legislature,  and  not  by  the 
courts. 

In  Maine  and  New  Jersey  the  rule  is  the  same  as  it  is  with  us. 
Kimball  v.  Kimball,  2  Greenl.  226;  Nason  v.  Allen,  6  Id.  243; 
//  s  \.  Gardner,  1  Fairf.  383;  Hamblin  v.  Bank  of  Cumberland, 
u»  Me.  (1  Appleton)  66 ;  English  v.  Wright,  Coxe  (N.  J.)  Rep.  437. 
In  Massachusetts  it  is  the  other  way.     Small  v.  Procter,  15  Mass. 

495. 

So  long  as  those  claiming  tinder  the  husband  have  not  been  disturbed 
in  tin-  enjoyment  of  the  property,  there  is  no  very  good  reason  for 
allowing  them  to  defeat  the  widow's  claim  to  dower  by  setting  up  an 
outstanding  title,  which  may  never  be  asserted  ;  and  the  current  of 
adjudication  in  this  State  has  not  carried  the  estoppel  beyond  cases  of 
that  description.  There  is,  I  admit,  no  principle  upon  which  the 
estoppel  can  be  carried  another  step,  and  applied  to  a  case  where  the 
husband's  grantee  has  been  obliged  to  purchase  in  a  good  outstanding 
title  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  possession ;  and  if  the  case  of 
Bowne  v.  Potter,  17  Wend.  164,  must  be  considered  as  going  that 
length,  I  agree  that  it  cannot  be  supported.  But  there  is  no  such  ques- 
tion in  this  case. 

This  writ  of  error  has,  I  presume,  been  brought  in  consequence  of 
the  opinion  which  had  been  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Cowen  and  my- 
self,  and  which  opinion  I  still  entertain,  that  originally  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  was  improperly  applied  to  this  class  of  cases.  Sherwood  v. 
Vandenburgh,  2  Hill,  308-9 ;  Osterhout  v.  Shoemaker,  3  Id.  518-19. 
But  it  will  be  seen  that  neither  of  us  felt  at  liberty  to  depart  from  the 
rule  as  it  had  been  settled,  nor  do  I  feel  so  now.  After  an  erroneous 
decision  touching  rights  of  property  has  been  followed  thirty  or  forty 
years,  or  even  a  much  less  time,  the  courts  cannot  retrace  their 
steps  without  committing  a  new  error  nearly  as  great  as  the  one  at 
tin-  first. 

The  defendant's  counsel  places  great  reliance  upon  a  remark  of  Mr. 
.Justice  Cowen,  to  the  effect,  that  although  the  point  was  too  firmly 
established  to  be  revised  by  the  Supreme  Court,  it  might  still  be  a  fit 
question  for  review  in  the  Court  of  Errors.  There  was,  I  think,  a  good 
deal  of  irony  in  that  remark.  Surely  the  learned  judge  did  not  intend 
to  b.-  understood  that  what  was  settled  law  in  one  court,  was  not  also 
good  law  in  all  the  other  courts  of  the  State  ;  that  a  justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  when  sitting  in  his  own  court,  was  bound  to  decide  one 
way.  and  when  sitting  in  the  Court  of  Errors,  was  at  liberty  to  decide 
the  other  way.  The  thing  is  preposterous.  The  remark  in  question 
was  made  concerning  a  court  which  not  only  corrected  erroneous  decis- 
ions, but  sometimes  took  the  liberty  of  reforming  the  law  itself,  where 
it  was  supposed  to  need  improvement.     I  claim  no  such  prerogative. 
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I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  should  be 
affirmed. 

Gardiner,  J.,  having  been  engaged  professionally  in  the  cause,  gave 
no  opinion. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  venire  de  novo  awarded.1 


WEDGE   v.   MOORE. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.     1S50. 

[Reported  6  Cush.  8.] 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  dower  in  certain  lands  in  the  town  of 
Leverett  in  this  county  [of  Franklin],  and  was  submitted  to  the  court 
upon  the  following  agreed  statement  of  facts:  —  The  demandant  was 
married  on  the  4th  of  March,  1819,  to  Curtis  Wedge,  who  died  on  the 
10th  of  May,  1849.  The  tenant  has  been  in  possession  of  the  whole 
premises,  in  which  dower  is  claimed,  since  183"),  receiving  the  rents  and 
profits,  and  a  demand  was  made  upon  him  for  dower  on  the  16th  of  July, 
18  19.  Cuit is  Wedge  derived  his  title  to  all  the  premises  except  a  parcel 
called  the  mill  lot.  on  which  there  was  a  saw-mill,  from  his  father, Thomas 
Wedge.  lie  also  had  a  deed  from  said  Thomas  of  one  half  in  common 
and  undivided  of  the  mill  lot,  bearing  date  November  11.  L821,  and 
from  that  time  till  the  year  1832,  he  occupied  the  whole  mill  lot.  as 
well  as  the  other  premises,  occupying  the  whole  in  the  same  manner. 

In  182:3.  Curtis  Wedge  mortgaged  the  whole  mill  lot  t e  Chittenden, 

the  demandant  not  releasing  her  dower  therein.  In  1824,  he  mortgaged 
all  the  premises  excepting  the  mill  lot.  to  the  Massachusetts  Hospital 
Life  insurance  Company,  to  secure  the  payment  of  $400,  the  deman 
dant  releasing  her  dower  therein.  In  May,  1 830,  he  mortgaged  the 
whole  premises,  including  the  mill  lot,  to  A.rctas  Ferrj  and  Francis 
Richardson,  to  secure  the  payment  of  notes  amounting  to  between 
$300  and  $400,  in  which  conveyance  the  demandant  did  not  release 
her  dower.  Ferry  and  Richardson  afterwards  obtained  possession  of 
the  whole  premises  under  their  mortgage  ;  paid  and  procured  to  be 
discharged  the  mortgages  to  Chittenden  and  to  the  Massachusetts  ll- 
pita!  bite  [nsurance  Company,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  mortgagor;  and  conveyed  the  whole  premises  to  the  tenant  by  a 

deed   with   general  warranty. 

The  question  of  the  value  of  the  renl  of  the  premises  was  submitted 
to  a  jury,  who  returned  a  verdict,  assessing  the  yearly  value  of  the 
whole  premises  at  $180.41,  and  of  the  mill  lot  alone  at  $65. 

If  upon  the   foregoing    facts,  the   demandant    is   entitled   to  dower   in 

the  whole  premises,  judgment  Is  to  be  rendered  in  her  favor,  and  darn* 

AveriUr.  //',/ ,  i  Barb,  180(1848);  Finnr.  Sleight,  -  Barb,  101  (1{ 

Kingman  v.  Sparrow,  12  Barb.  201  (181 
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SSe8Sed  at  the  rate   found  by  the  jury:  and   if  she  is  entitled  to 
dower  only  in  the  mill  lot,  damages  are  to  be  assessed  at  the  rate  found 
by  the  jury,  as  applicable  i<>  the  mill  lot. 
.  l.  Brainard,  for  the  tenant. 

A'.   Dickinson,  for  the  demandant. 

Shaw,  C.  .1.  Upon  the  facta  agreed,  the  court  are  of  opinion,  that 
the  demandant  is  entitled  to  recover  her  dower  in  the  whole  of  the 
described  premises,  her  husband  having  been  seised  thereof  during  the 
coverture. 

First,  as  to  the  release  of  dower.  [The  discussion  on  this  point  is 
omitted.] 

As  to  the  other  point,  the  case  finds,  that  the  demandant's  husband 
had  a  deed  from  his  father  of  one  undivided  half  of  the  mill  lot;  that 
upied  the  lot,  took  upon  himself  to  convey  the  whole,  which  gave 
him  a  freehold  by  disseisin  ;  and  the  only  title,  by  which  the  tenant 
claims  the  whole,  is  a  deed  from  the  demandant's  husband  ;  he  is  there- 
fore estopped  from  denying  his  grantor's  seisin.1 


COAKLEY   v.   PERRY. 

Supreme  Court  of  Ohio.     1854. 

[Reported  3  Ohio  St.  344.] 

Petition  for  dower;  reserved  in  the  District  Court  of  Cuyahoga 
Comity. 

This  is  a  petition  for  the  assignment  of  dower  to  the  petitioner, 
Harriet  Coakley,  in  the  undivided  fourth  part  of  the  original  two-acre 
lot,  number  one  hundred  and  seventy-four,  in  the  city  of  Cleveland. 
It  appears  that  petitioner,  Harriet,  was  formerly  the  wife  of  Job  Doan, 
since  deceased,  who,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  petition,  was, 
during  his  marriage  with  the  said  Harriet,  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the 
real  estate  above  mentioned,  which,  in  December,  1825,  he  conveyed 
by  deed  duly  executed,  but  in  which  said  Harriet  did  not  join,  to  Nathan 
Perry,  who  subsequently  conveyed  the  same  to  the  defendants.  And 
the  claim  to  the  assignment  of  dower  is  predicated  on  the  fact  of  the 
conveyance  by  Job  Doan  in  his  lifetime,  with  covenant  of  warranty,  to 
Nathan  Perry,  under  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendants  derived 
title  and  occupy  the  premises.  It  is  claimed  that  Job  Doan  acquired 
his  title  by  inheritance  from  his  father,  Nathaniel  Doan,  deceased, 
who  was  said  to  have  held  the  premises  in  his  lifetime,  by  deed  from 
Eben  Ilosmer,  as  collector  of  taxes,  dated  December  31,  1814. 

It  further  appears  in  the  case,  that  Nathan  Perry  purchased  the 
premises  in  controversy,  together  with  two  other  lots,  from  the  execu- 

i  See,  acrord.,  O'rn/Ie  v.  Price,  5  Rich.  L.  525  (1852)  ;  Evans  v.  Evans,  29  Pa.  277 
(3  857)  ;    U'o.rd  v.  Mcintosh,  12  Ohio  St.  231  (18G1). 
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tors  and  heirs  of  Gideon  Granger,  deceased,  and  took  a  conveyance 
therefor  in  March.  1824,  under  which  he  immediately  took  possession, 
and  occupied  until  his  sale  and  conveyance  to  the  defendants,  who  have 
ever  since  occupied  the  premises.  That  Gideon  Granger  in  his  life- 
time, and  his  legal  representatives  after  his  decease,  were  in  poss 
of  the  lots,  and  the  reputed  owners  thereof ;  and  that  neither  Job  Doan, 
nor  his  ancestor,  Nathaniel  Doan,  were  ever  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises. And  Nathan  Perry  testifies,  that  sometime  after  he  had  taken 
possession  of  the  property,  "Job  Doan  came  into  his  store,  and  said 
that  his  father  had  a  tax  title  for  the  lots  which  he  had  purchased  from 
Granger's  heirs  ;  that  he  did  not  consider  the  tax  title  of  any  value,  but 
he  had  had  some  trouble  with  the  matter,  and  that  he  would  sell  it  for 
ten  dollars,  which  he  thought  was  no  more  than  equitable  for  the  trouble 
which  lie  had  been  to,  and  the  money  he  had  expended.  That  witness 
asked  him  about  the  other  heirs  of  his  lather,  to  which  Doan  replied, 
they  had  had  no  trouble,  and  did  not  claim  anything.  And  that  wit- 
in--  paid  him  the  ten  dollars,  and  took  the  deed  of  December,  1825, 
above  mentioned.  And  further  that  neither  Nathaniel  Doan  nor  dolt 
Doan,  ever  had,  or  claimed  any  right  to  possession  under  this  tax  title; 
and  that  he.  Perry,  gave  the  ten  dollars  as  a  gratuity,  and  it  p 
regarded  by  Jo!)  Doan  himself. 

Horaa   /'<>ote,  for  the  petitioner. 

Wilson  and  //'<"/<  and  &  ./.  Andrews,  for  defendant-. 

Babtlet,  d.  The  claim  to  dower  in  this  case  is  founded  solely  on 
tin'  assumption  that  the  grantee  cf  the  husband,  and  those  holding 
under  him,  are  estopped  to  deny  that  their  grantor  had  title.  The 
petitioners  have  not  Bought  to  fortify  their  claim  by  any  proof  tending 
to  show  the  validity  of  the  tax  title  out  of  which  it  originated;  and  if 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel  fail-  them,  their  claim  is  without  any  legal  foun- 
dation to  re-t  upon. 

It  was  formerly  held  in  New  York.  and.  perhaps,  in  several  other 
State-,  that  in  an  action  for  dower,  bronghl  by  a  widow  against  the 
grantee  of  her  husband,  or  those  holding  under  him.  such  grantee,  and 
those  deriving  tide  from  him.  were  estopped  from  denying  the  seisin  of 
the  husband.  Bui  this  doctrine,  after  a  \ .  r\  full  examination,  was  over- 
ruled by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Sparrow  \. 
Kingman,  1  Comst.  242.  And  this  adjudication  has  been  repeatedly 
affirmed  and  recognized  in  Bubsequenl  reported  decisions  in  thai  state. 
The  game  subject  came  under  review,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  case  of  Blight'  Rochester^  12  Wheat. 

585,  in  which  it  was  held  thai  the  doctrine  "f  estoppel,  which  forbid-  a 
party  from  denying  the  title  underwhich  he  has  received  a  convej 

not  apply  as  between  vendor  and  vendee,  and  especially,  where 
the  latter  ha-  not  received  possession  from  the  former.     In  this 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  traces  the  origin  of  the  doctrine  on  this  subjeel 
bach  to  the  feudal  tenures,  "when  the  connection  between  landlord 
and  tenant  was  mii<h  more  Intimate  than  it   i-  at  present,  when  the 
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latter  was  bound  to  the  former  by  ties  not  much  loss  strict,  nor  much 
less  sacred,  than  those  of  allegiance  itself.' 

"The  propriety,"  Bays  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  "  of  applying  the 
doctrines  between  lessor  and  lessee,  to  a  vendor  and  vendee,  maj  well 
be  doubted.  The  vendee  acquires  the  properly  for  himself,  and  bis 
faith  is  not  pledged  to  maintain  the  title  of  the  vendor.  The  rights 
of  the  vendor  are  intended  to  lie  extinguished  by  the  sale,  and  he  has 
mtinuing  interest  in  the  maintenance  of  his  title,  unless  he  should 
lie  called  upon  in  consequence  of  some  covenant  or  warranty  in  his  deed. 
The  property  having  become  by  the  sale  the  property  of  the  vendee,  Ik; 
ha-  a  right  to  fortify  that  title  by  the  purchase  of  any  other,  which  may 
protect  him  in  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  premises.  No  principle  of 
morality  restrains  him  from  doing  this,  nor  is  either  the  letter  or  the 
spirit   <'f  the  contract  violated  by  it." 

It  was  held  in  the  case  of  Watkins  v.  Ilolman,  1G  Peters,  54,  that 
the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  in  no  sense,  existed  between  vendor 
and  vendee.  And  Mr.  Justice  Story  is  reported  to  have  said,  in  the 
case  of  The  Society  etc.  v.  The  Town  of  Paxdet  etc.,  4  Peters,  506, 
that  "  A  vendee  in  fee  derives  his  title  from  the  vendor;  but  his  title, 
although  derivative,  is  adverse  to  that  of  the  vendor.  He  enters  and 
holds  possession  for  himself,  and  not  for  the  vendor."  This  doctrine 
has  been  fully  recognized  in  Massachusetts,  in  the  case  of  Small  v. 
I'm, in,-.  15  Mass.  495.  And  it  is  now  held  in  New  York,  that  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel,  which  had  been  formerly  improperly  applied  to 
an  action  of  dower  brought  by  a  widow  against  the  grantee  of  her  hus- 
band, or  those  claiming  under  him,  was  wanting  in  the  vital  principle 
of  estoppel,  which  consists  in  mutuality. 

The  decisions  in  this  country,  in  which  the  grantee  and  those  claim- 
ing under  him  were  held  to  be  estopped  to  deny  the  title  of  the  grantor, 
•were  cases  in  which  the  grantee  received  and  held  possession  under  the 
conveyance,  and  relied  upon  it  as  his  source  of  title,  and  not  where  the 
grantee  held  the  title  under  a  prior  and  independent  conveyance. 

In  the  case  before  us  Nathan  Perry  had  purchased  the  land,  received 
a  conveyance,  and  was  in  possession  prior  to  the  conveyance  from  Job 
Doan,  under  a  title  upon  which  he,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  have 
relied  since  1821.  The  conveyance  from  Doan  was  treated  as  of  little 
or  no  value,  and  was  plainly  a  mere  measure  of  precaution  on  the  part 
of  Nathan  Perry,  by  way  of  buying  his  peace  and  quieting  his  title.  It 
would  be  the  grossest  absurdity  to  conclude  that  Nathan  Perry,  by 
taking  the  conveyance  from  Job  Doan,  for  a  trifling  consideration,  con- 
templated, instead  of  continuing  seised  of  the  whole  premises,  as  he 
claimed  to  have  been  before,  that  he  became  seised  of  only  an  undivided 
part,  in  common  with  the  other  heirs  of  Job  Doan's  ancestor. 

It  would  seem  to  be  just  and  reasonable  that  a  person  in  the  bona 
fide  possession  of  land  under  a  claim  of  title,  should  be  allowed  to  buy 
in  any  title,  real  or  pretended,  with  a  view  to  quiet  the  enjoyment  of 
his  possessions,  and  that  the  purchase  of  an  adversary  title,  if  it  does 
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not  strengthen,  should  certainly  not  have  the  effect  to  impair  the  title 
of  the  owner.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the  law  to  deter  persons  from  buy- 
ing their  peace,  and  compel  them  to  submit  to  the  expense  and  vex- 
ation of  lawsuits,  for  tear  of  having  their  titles  tainted  by  detects 
which  they  would  gladly  remedy  by  purchase,  where  it  can  be  done 
with  safety. 

A  claim  to  a  dower  estate  in  lands,  upon  a  mere  technicality,  after  a 
lapse  of  nearly  thirty  years,  predicated  on  a  tax  title  of  the  deceased 
husband,  unsupported  by  any  public  record  Bhowing  the  validity  or 
regularity  of  the  tax  sale,  and  under  which  the  husband,  in  his  lifetime, 
was  not  only  never  in  possession,  but  never  had  asserted  any  right  to 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  is  entitled  to  but  little  consideration  in 
a  court  of  justice.  And  my  only  surprise  is,  that  I  should  have  been 
induced  myself,  when  presiding  in  the  court  on  the  circuit,  by  the  urgent 
request  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  petitioners,  to  reserve  the  ques- 
tion iu  this  case  for  decision  by  the  court  of  last  resort. 

Petition  dismissed  at  the  costs  <>f  tlie  petitioners. 


GARDNER   v.   GREENE. 
Supreme  Coi  ai  <»i    Rhode  Island.     1858. 

[Imported  5  A'.  /.  104.] 

P>ir.r.  in  equity  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  widow  of  the  late  Jesse 
Gardner  of  North  Kingstown,  deceased,  for  the  assignment  of  dower 
to  her  in  two  third  pruts  of  the  Roome  Farm,  so  called,  lying  iu 
North  Kingstown,  against  the  defendant,  as  tenant  in  possession  of 
the  Bame. 

The  ease  was  heard  upon  bill  and  answer,  from  which  it  appeared, 
that  the  farm,  in  a  portion  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  dower,  was 
formerly  the  property  of  Ezekiel  Gardner  <>f  North  King-town,  who 
dying  seised    in  181  I.  h'ft  it,  in   lien  of  dower,  to  his  widow,  Susannah, 

daring  widowhood,  with  remainder  in  fee  to  hi-  three  Bona,  Palmer, 
Jeffre}*,  and  Jesse,  the  husband  of  the  complainant.  Susannah,  the 
widow  of  Ezekiel,  took  possession  of  the  estate  tinder  the  will  of 
her  husband,  and,  never  having  married,  continued  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profit- of  it  until  her  death,  in  1880.  After  the  death  of  his  brother 
Jeffrey,  upon  whose  Interesl  in  the  farm  he  Beems  to  have  bad  a  claim 
growing  out  of  his  paymenl  of  certain  mo  i  xecuted  i>\  J< 

upon  it.  Jesse,  in  September,  1820,  applied  to  the  Court  of  Probate  of 
North  Kingstown  to  divide  the  farm  between  himself,  his  brother  Pal- 
mer, and  the  heirs  of  his  brother  Jeffrey,  which  was  done  i>\  the  court, 
they  receiving,  approving,  and  ordering  to  be  recorded,  the  re] 
i  See,  *  v.  Bobbtiu,  18  111.  646  (1868). 
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the  committee  of  division,  on  the  9th  day  of  October,  1820.  The  report 
of  the  committee  recited,  that  the  rami  was  subject  to  the  life  estate  of 
the  widow  oi'  Ezekiel,  and  thai  the  partition  was  made,  subject  to  that 
estate.  In  the  December  following,  Jesse  purchased  of  the  administrator 
of  Jeffrey,  empowered  by  the  Supreme  -I  udicial  Court  to  make  sale  thereof 
for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  his  intestate,  all  Jeffrey's  interest  in  said 
farm  ;  so  thai  two  thirds  thereof,  in  remainder,  became,  and  were,  at  that 
time,  vested  in  him.  The  complainant,  who  had  intermarried  with  him 
in  1809,  joined  with  him,  on  the  13th  day  of  June,  1821,  in  the  convey- 
ance of  a  wood  lot,  a  portion  of  the  farm,  and  released  her  dower  therein  ; 
but  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  1823,  Jesse  sold  and  conveyed  to  Nicholas 
C.  Northup  all  his  interest  in  the  farm,  by  a  deed  in  which  the  complain- 
ant did  not  join.  The  deed  from  Jesse  to  Northup  was  a  deed  poll,  in 
common  form,  which  described  the  farm  -as  two  certain  tracts  of  land," 
one,  of  about  261  acres,  and  the  other,  of  about  32  acres,  bounding  them 
by  the  lands  of  adjoining  proprietors,  and  contained  a  warranty  of  seisin 
in  fee  on  the  part  of  the  grantor,  —  a  warranty  against  all  encumbrances, 
except  two  mortgages,  one,  executed  by  the  three  brothers,  Jesse,  Pal- 
mer, and  Jeffrey,  to  Oliver  Gardner,  for  $2,021,  and  the  other,  executed 
by  Jesse  alone  to  Jonathan  \V.  Arnold  for  $3,519.95,  — and  a  general 
covenant,  to  warrant  and  defend  the  granted  estate  against  the  lawful 
claims  of  all  persons,  with  the  above  exceptions.  Jesse,  the  husband, 
died  intestate  in  August,  1855.  It  did  not  appear,  either  from  the  bill 
or  answer,  by  what  title,  or  under  what  claim,  the  respondent  possessed 
the  estate  in  which  dower  was  sought;  whether  under  Northup,  the  grantee 
of  Jesse,  or  under  the  prior  mortgagees,  subject  to  whose  claims  Jesse 
sold  ;  but  merely,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  that  he  was  "  in  the  occupancy 
and  possession  of  the  said  estate,  claiming  to  own  and  enjoy  the  same 
against  the  rights  of  your  oratrix." 

The  complainant  claimed  dower  in  the  two  thirds  of  the  Roome  Farm, 
set  off  by  the  probate  division  of  1820  to  Jesse  and  Jeffrey,  with  the 
exception  of  the  wood  lot,  in  which  she  had  released  dower ;  and  the 
respondent  by  his  answer,  resisted  her  claim,  upon  the  ground,  that  on 
account  of  the  life  estate  outstanding  to  Susannah  Gardner  during  all 
the  time  of  coverture  that  Jesse  was  interested  in  the  farm,  he  had  no 
such  seisin  as  would  entitle  his  widow  to  dower  therein. 

Bartlett  and  T.  A.  Jencfces,  for  complainant. 
XVilkius  Updike,  for  respondent. 

Ames,  C.J.  It  is  not  pretended  in  this  case,  and  indeed  cannot 
be,  that  a  widow  is  dowablc  out  of  lands  in  which  her  husband  had  at 
no  period  during  the  coverture,  any  other  estate  than  a  reversion  or 
remainder  in  fee,  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  an  estate  for 
life,  or,  what  is  the  same  thing  for  this  purpose,  expectant  upon  the 
determination  of  an  estate  during  widowhood.  2  Co.  Inst.  301. 
There  could  be  no  livery  to  such  a  remainder-man  or  reversioner  at 
common  law  ;  the  livery  to  the  particular  tenant  inuring  to  his  benefit, 
ami  he  deemed  to  be  "  entitled,"  rather  than  "  seised,"  in  the  strict  sense 
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of  that  term.  The  reason  given  by  Lord  Coke  why  the  wife  shall  not  lie 
endowed  of  a  reversion,  "  albeit  it  is  within  the  word  tenements,"  is, 
"because  there  was  no  seisin  in  deed  or  law  of  tin-  freehold."  Co. 
Lit.  32  a.  As  our  Statute  gives  dower  only  in  ,k  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  whereof  the  husband,  or  any  other  to  his  use.  was 
seised  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  at  any  time  during  the  coverture," 
and  the  husband  of  the  complainant  parted  with  all  his  interest  in  the 
farm,  out  of  which  she  here  seeks  dower,  long  previous  to  the  expiry  of 
the  life-estate  of  his  mother,  and  whilst  he  had  only  a  remainder  in  it, 
it  is  evident,  that  the  very  ground  for  the  complainant's  claim,  the 
of  her  husband,  of  which  her  estate  can  be  but  a  continuance,  totally 
fails  her.     1  Cruise,  Dig.  tit.  Dower,  p.  190. 

Indeed,  the  ground  taken  for  the  complainant  is  not  so  much  under 
the  facts  stated  in  the  answer,  that  her  husband  really  was  seised  dur- 
ing the  coverture  of  this  farm,  as  that  the  defendant  in  consequence  of 
having  set  up  in  defence  a  conveyance  of  the  farm  by  the  husband  to 
Nicholas  C.  Northup,  with  warranty  of  seisin,  is,  notwithstanding  the 
actual  existence  of  the  life  estate  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance, estopped  to  deny  the  fact  of  the  seisin  of  the  husband. 

It  is  true  that  cases  can  be  found  from  Maine  New  York,  and  New 
Jersey,  and  following  their  lead,  quite  probably  from  other  Stutes, 
affirming,  that  the  grantee  of  a  fee-simple  by  deed-poll  with  covenants 
of  warranty,  who  takes  possession  under  his  i\vo<\  ami  is  not  actually 
evicted,  cannot  deny  the  seisin  of  his  grantor  against  the  claim  of  the 
grantor's  widow  for  dower,  but  is  estopped  to  deny  it.  as  we  understand 
the  eases,  by  the  acceptance  of  the  deed  with  warranty  and  by  receiv- 
ing and  holding  possession  under  it.  Even  if  this  were  good  law.  we 
do  not  see  how  it  would  help  the  case  of  the  complainanl  ;  lor  it  nowhere 

appears  in  the  bill  or  answer,  or  in  any  exhibit  appended  to  either,  that 
the  respondent  claims  title  or  holds  possession,  even  mediately,  under 
the   <\><<\   executed    to    Northup;   the   Mil    merely   staling   him   to   be   in 

wion,  "claiming  t<>  own  ami  enjoy  this  farm  against  the  rights  of 
your  oratrix."  and  the  answer  setting  up  the  conveyance,  in  connection 
with  the  outstanding  life-estate,  as  disentitling  the  complainanl  to  dower, 
without  advancing  any  claim  of  title,  under  the -hid.  whatever.  For 
anghl  that  we  know,  the  respondent  claims  this  farm  by  title  paramount 
to  the  husband  of  the  complainant,  or  under  mo  i  which  she  has 

Joined    as    releasor  Of  dower;    for   we   cannot    infer  as   the  complainant 

would  have  ns.  in  a  case  tried  upon  bill  mid  answer,  that  the  respondent 
claims  nnder  a  title  to  :i  thiol  person  merely  because  lie  holds  it  up  a-  a 
shield  for  hi-  defence,  when  there  i^  no  averment  of  the  claim  cither  in 
bill  or  answer,  and  when,  according  to  tin-  new  advanced  ly  the  com- 
plainant, it  i^  the  respondent's  claiming  and  having  received  possi 
under  a  deed  which  makes  the  title  conveyed  bj  it  of  too  little  proof  t" 
proteel  him. 

But  the  cases  themselves,  upon  which  this  notion  oft  stoppel  I 
tended,  savor,  we  think,,  far  more  strongly  of  gallantry   than  of  law. 
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Of  course,  a  deed  poll  can  never  operate  by  way  of  estoppel  by  deed, 
againsl  the  grantee,  for  the  simple  reason  thai  his  seal  is  not  to  it;  Co. 

Lit.  IT  b,  868  b;  nor.  in  consequence,  as  such  an  estoppel  against  the 
grantor;  since,  to  exist  at  all,  an  estoppel  of  this  sort  must  be  mutual 
and  reciprocal.  Co,  Lit.  852  a;  Gaunt  v.  Wdinman,S  Bingh.  N.  C. 
69  :  s.  o.  ■".--,  Eng.  C.  L.  R.  42  ;   Small  v.  Proctor,  15  Mass.  495,  499  ; 

M  ■  \.  Eastman,  .">  X.  II.  490;  Lansing  \.  Montgomery,  2  Johns. 
K.  882 ;  Osterhaut  v.  Shoemaker,  3  Hill,  519;  S/ntrrotc  v.  King,  1 
Comst  (Appeals)  R.  248;   Gardner  v.   Sharp,  4  Wash.  C.  ('.  R.  609; 

V  s  \.  Miles,8  Wails  &  Serg.  135 ;  Boiling  v. Mayor,  3  Rand.  (Va.) 
R  563;  Candler  v.  Lunsford,  4  Dev.  &  But.  (N.  C.)  R.  407.  It  is 
equally  well  settled,  that  an  estoppel  in  /><tis  is  created  by  the  accept- 
ance of  possession  under  a  deed,  only  when  the  deed  is  accepted  in  one  of 
those  relations  which  imply  an  obligation  to  return  the  possession,  and 
a  sort  of  allegiance  to  him  under  whom,  or  in  subjection  to  whose 
interests,  it  is  held;  such  as,  in  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant, 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  mortgagor  and  mortgagee.  Per  Baldwin, 
J.,  Williston  v.  Watson,  3  Pet.  47,  48;  Plight's  Lessee  v.  Rochester, 
7  Wheat.  548  ;  Watkins  v.  JB.olm.an,  16  Pet.  53,  54.  Even  in  one  of 
these  relations,  as  of  landlord  and  tenant,  it  exists  only  when  posses- 
sion has  been  received  under  the  lease,  and  does  not  continue  after  the 
landlord's  title  has  determined,  or  the  tenant  has  been  either  actually 
or  constructively  evicted.  Doe  v.  Parton,  11  Ad.  &  El.  307  ;  s.  c.  39 
Eng.  C.  L.  R.  99  ;  Doe  v.  Smith,  4  M.  &  8.  347  ;  Doe  v.  Edwards,  5 
Barn.  &  Ad.  10G5  ;  Doe  v.  Mills,  2  Ad.  &  El.  17 ;  Doe  v.  Blrchmore, 
9  lb.  CG2.  It  is  an  extension  of  such  an  estoppel  quite  beyond  its 
reason,  to  apply  it  to  the  ordinary  relation  of  grantor  and  grantee, 
where  the  latter,  claiming  by  virtue  of  his  own  purchased  right  and 
having  paid  his  money  for  his  title,  is  under  no  obligation  whatever  to 
his  grantor,  or  to  the  widow  claiming  by  virtue  of  his  grantor's  seisin, 
in  regard  to  it.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Wilde  {Small  v.  Proctor,  15 
Mass.  499),  "The  grantee  may  be  permitted  to  show  that  his  grantor 
was  not  seised,  as  is  every  da)-  permitted  in  actions  of  covenant." 

Indeed,  it  would  seem  little  short  of  an  absurdity  to  hold,  that  a  part}' 
receiving  possession  under  a  deed  is  equitably  estopped,  as  long  as  his 
possession  continues,  to  deny  the  seisin  of  his  grantor,  because,  along 
with  the  possession,  he  took  covenants  of  warranty  to  guard  him,  as  far 
as  damages  might,  against  the  contemplated  possibility  that  his  grantor 
might  not  ultimately  prove  to  be  entitled  to  that  which  he  affected  to 
convev.  And  see  Smith  v.  Strong,  14  Pick.  148  ;  Parker  v.  Talman, 
_'  Mete.  32;  Osterhaut  v.  Shoemaker ;  Sparrow  v.  Kingman,  1 
Comst.  (Appeals)  R.  252-254;  Kenada  v.  Gardner,  3  Barb.  Sup. 
I,  The  claim  to  dower,  here  pretended,  finds  as  little  support 
in  the  theory  as  in  the  pleadings  of  this  case,  and  the  bill  must  be 
dismissed,  with  costs. 
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SECTION  IV. 

EXECUTORY    DEVISES. 
Note.  —  See  Bwkworth  v.  Thirkell,  3  B.  &  P.  652  to.  (1785),  p.     -- 

KAY   v.   PUNG. 
King's  Bench.     1822. 
5  B.  <(.•  Aid.  561.] 

The  Vice-chancellor  sent  the  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  this 
court. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  (luted  the  2.">th  and  26th  Septem- 
ber, 1800,  certain  lands,  &c.,  in  Essex,  were  duly  conveyed  and  as- 
signed  by  Golding  Kay  the  elder,  his  beirs  and  assigns,  t>>  the  use 
of  such  persons,  and  for  such  (.states,  and  in  such  proportions,  and 
for  such  terms  of  years,  ami  under  such  provisoes.  &c.,  and  subject  to 
such  charges,  and  in  such  manner  as  -lames  Kay.  by  any  deed  or  deeds 
by  him  signed,  sealed,  and  executed  in  the  presence  .>!'.  and  attested 
by  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  should  from  time  to  time  declare, 
direct,  limit,  or  appoint  the  same;  and  as  to  the  estate  or  estab 
to  be  appointed,  if  any  should  he.  which  should  respectively  end  and 
determine;  and  as  to  such  part  and  parts  of  the  said  premises  whereof 
no  Buch  declaration,  limitation,  or  appointmenl  should  be  made,  and  in 
default  of.  and  in  the  mean  time,  until  any  such  should  be  made,  to  the 
use  of  .lames  Ray,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  forever,  .lames  Kay  after- 
wards duly  made,  ami  executed,  in  the  presence  of  two  credible  wit- 
nesses, certain  indenture-  of  leas.',  appointment  and  release,  dated  the 
29th  and  80th  of  March.  1816;  by  which  it  was  witnessed,  that  .lames 
Kav,  for  the  valuable  consideration  therein  mentioned,  by  virtue  of  the 
power  or  authority  to  him  given  by  the  Bret-mentioned  indentures,  and 

of  all  and  every  other  power  and    power-   him    in   any  wise  enabling  in 

that  behalf,  -lid  irrevocably  declare,  limit, and  appoint,  that  all  the  -aid 

lan< Is.  &c  should,  iVoin  and  after  the  executi f  those  indentures, 

remain  and  be  to  the  uses  upon  the  trusts,  an. I  for  the  intent-  and  pur- 
thereinafter  limited,  express*  d,  an. I  declared  concerning  the  same; 
and  by  the  same  indenture  il  was  also  witnessed,  that  for  the  consider- 
ation aforesaid,  and  for  further  assurance,  Jami  R  'li'l  grant,  bap 
gain.  -.-II.  release,  and  confirm  unto  the  plaintiff,  Golding  Ray,  the 
vounger,  in  hi-  possession  then  being  by  virtue  of  the  Baid  lea  i 
to  In-  h.irs.  the  said  Ian. Is.  &c.  ;  to  bold  the  same  unto  the 
ing  Kav  the  younger,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  uses,  upon  the  trusts, 
and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  thereinafter  expressed  and  declared 
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concerning  the  same  ;  and  it  was  by  the  same  Indenture  declared,  that 
as  well  the  appointment  as  also  the  grant  and  release  thereiubefore  cou 

Ulined,  should  respectively  operate  and  inure  to  certain   uses,  and  upon 

certain  trusts  therein  expressed  and  contained  in  favor  of  Golding  Kay 

the  younger.  .lames  Kay,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  last- 
mentioned  indentures  in  L816,  was  married;  and  he  and  his  wife  are 
still  li\  iiiu'.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  wile  of  .lames  Kay  would  he  dowable  out 
oi'  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  herein- 
before stated  indentures,  in  case  of  her  surviving  her  husband.  The 
case  was  argued  at  the  sittings  before  last  Michaelmas  Term,  by 

Preston^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Barber,  for  the  defendant. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent:  — 

This  case  has  been  argued  before  us  ;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that 
under  the  circumstances,  the  wife  of  James  Kay  will  not  be  dowable  out 
of  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  herein- 
before stated  indentures,  in  case  of  her  surviving  her  husband. 

C.  Abbott.  J.  Bayley. 

G.  S.  lloLBOYD.  W.  D.  Best. 


MOODY  v.   KING. 

Common  Pleas.     1825. 

[Reported  2  Bing.  447.] 

On  the  4th  March.  1802,  William  Frost  the  younger  and  Catherine 
Moody,  the  female  plaintiff,  intermarried.  C.  Moody  continued  the 
wife  of  W.  Frost  till  his  death.  William  Frost  the  elder,  the  father  of 
W.  F.  the  younger,  was,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  continued 
thereafter  till  the  time  of  his  death,  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  manor  of 
Brinkley,  otherwise  Brinkley  Hall,  in  the  parishes  of  Brinkley,  Weston, 
Willi ngham,  and  Carlton,  in  the  County  of  Cambridge,  and  of  divers 
houses  and  lands  in  the  same  parishes. 

On  the  6th  of  April,  1805,  W.  F.  the  elder  duly  made  and  published 
his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  executed  and  attested,  to  pass 
freehold  estates,  in  the  words  following:  "  I,  W.  F.,  give  and  bequeath 
to  my  son  W.  F.  and  his  heirs  forever,  all  my  houses  and  lands,  with 
all  their  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging;  also  I  give  to  my  well- 
beloved  wife.  Rebecca  Frost,  the  sum  of  £100,  of  good  and  lawful 
money,  yearly  and  every  year  during  her  natural  life,  to  be  paid  her 
by  the  aforesaid  W.  F.  half-yearly  out  of  the  estate;  and  if  the  said 
W.  F.  should  have  no  children,  child,  or  issue,  the  said  estate  is,  on 
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the  decease  of  the  said  W.  F..  to  become  the  property  of  the  heir-at- 
law,  subject  to  such  legacies  as  he  the  said  W.  F.  may  leave  by  will  to 
any  of  the  younger  branches  of  the  family." 

W.  F.  did  not  revoke  nor  alter  his  said  will,  and  died  on  the  25th 
August,  1807,  leaving  Rebecca,  his  wife,  since  deceased,  and  W.  F. 
the  younger,  the  devisee,  him  surviving  ;  and  141011  the  death  of  W.  F. 
the  elder,  W.  F.  the  younger  took  possession  of  the  manor,  houses, 
and  lands  so  devised  to  him,  and  continued  seised  thereof  or  of  part 
thereof,  and  of  land  allotted  to  W.  F.  the  younger  by  the  commis- 
sioners under  an  Act  of  Parliament  forenclosing  the  parish  of  Brinkley, 
in  lieu  of  the  remainder  thereof,  under  the  will,  till  his  death.  On  or 
about  the  26th  October,  1818,  W".  F.  the  youuger  died,  and  left  C. 
Moody  his  widow  ami  Rebecca,  the  wife  of  Robert  King  bis  I.. 
at-law  him  surviving.  The  manor,  houses,  and  lands  were  subjecl  to 
one  or  more  long  term  or  terms  of  years,  created  by  W.  F  the  elder, 
or  some  former  owner  thereof,  which  were  at  the  time  of  argument 
vested  in  some  person,  in  trust  for  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
inheritance. 

After  the  death  of  YV.  F.  the  younger,  Robert  King  and  his  wife 
obtained  a  verdict  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  they  brought 
against  ( '.  .Moody,  then  ('.  Frost,  widow,  and  in  June,  1820,  they 
were  put  into  possession  of  the  said  manor  and  other  hereditaments 
devised. 

In  Trinity  Term.  1  G.  4,  King  and  his  wife  conveyed  the  estates  by 
fine,  to  Robert  William  King,  the  defendant,  in  fee  simple. 

The  plaintiffs  intermarried  in  1821,  and  filed  their  bill  in  Chancery, 
for  a  discovery  and  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate  s, 
and  to  have  dower  assigned  thereout  to  C.  Moody,  as  the  widow  ,,( 
W.  F.  the   younger. 

To  this  bill  the  defendant  filed  a  demurrer. 

On  the  I2tb  May.  182  I.  the  demurrer  came  <>n  to  be  heard  before  the 
•  Chancellor,  when  he  directed  the  above  case  to  he  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  question, 

Whether   the    plaintiff,  Catherine,  was  entitled    to   dow.r   out   of  the 

estate  which  W.  1  ■".  the  younger  took  in  the  hereditaments  mentioned 

in  the  Will  of  his  father,  W.  F.  the  elder?     And  now, 
Wildt .  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiffs 

»«,  Serjt..  contra. 
Bi  st,  C.  J.     Lord  Alvanly  does  not  Becra  to  approve  the  decision  of 
Lord  Mansfield   in   Buckworth  v.  Thirkell,  3  B.  &   P.  652,  noU  . 
according  to  his   Lordship's  account  of  it.  the  case  tnacU   a 
Westminster  Hall  at   the  time  the  judgmenl   was  given.     I 
respeci  I  feel  for  Lord  Alvanly  and  the  liar,  i-  --Heii  aa  to  make  me 
pause  before  I  make  up  mj  mind  a- to  the  certificate  thai  should  he 
sent  to  the  Vice-Chancellor.     I  must,  however  '»    permitted  U 
that  after  a  decision  of  the  Court  "f  King's   Bench,  which  was  much 
considered  before  it  was  pi  I,  baa  remained  unimpeached  tor 
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more  than  forty  wars,  and  lias  been  confirmed  by  the  case  of  Good- 
enough  v.  Goodenough,  referred  to  in  Mr.  Preston's  work  on  Abstracts, 
vol.  hi.  '•>'-.  we  ought  not  to  overturn  it,  unless  it  establishes  a  rule 
productive  of  injustice  and  inconvenience.  Whatever  conveyancers 
might  have  thought  <>f  the  case  when  it  was  firsl  decided,  they  have 
since  considered  it  as  having  settled  the  law,  and  it  would  be  productive 
of  much  confusion  to  unsettle  it  again.  A  woman  by  marriage  not  only 
surrenders  to  her  husband  the  personal  property  of  which  she  is  then 
possessed,  and  profits  of  her  real  property,  but  also  her  capacity  of 
acquiring  property  during  her  coverture;  she  has,  therefore,  an  equi- 
table claim  to  provision  out  of  her  husband's  property  on  his  death. 
Before  trusts  were  introduced,  and  real  estates  were  devisable,  dower 
was  the  only  mode  by  which  a  provision  could  be  made  for  a  married 
woman  :  if  the  husband  did  not  specially  endow  her  at  the  time  of  mar- 
riage, as  by  dower  ad  ostium  eccltsuv,  the  law  in  its  justice  gave  her  a 
third  of  the  estate  of  which  he  died  seised,  for  her  life.  A  more  suit- 
able maintenance  ma}-  now  be  secured  to  her  b}-  settlement;  but  if  the 
husband  omits  to  make  a  settlement,  or  the  parties  were  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  poor,  and  afterwards  b}r  industry  or  good  fortune  lie 
acquires  an  estate,  she,  whose  fate  is  united  to  his  for  worse  and  better, 
cannot  have  a  proper  allowance  better  secured  to  her,  if  the  husband 
should  be  indisposed  to  do  what  is  just,  than  by  the  law  of  dower. 

If  there  is  any  right  that  ought  to  be  favored  in  a  court  of  justice,  it 
is  the  widow's  right  to  an  independent  maintenance ;  but  this  right  is 
So  be  attempted  to  be  got  rid  of  by  a  technical  argument,  by  a  mere 
quibble  on  words.  It  is  admitted,  that  when  an  estate  in  fee  is  given 
to  a  man  if  he  has  children,  his  wife  will  be  entitled  to  dower,  although 
he  has  no  child  ;  but  it  is  insisted,  that  if  an  estate  in  fee  be  given  him 
without  any  such  condition,  and  it  is  afterwards  added,  that  if  he  has 
no  children  at  the  time  of  his  death  then  the  estate  shall  go  to  A.  B., 
his  wife  is  not  dowable.  This  distinction  is  unworthy  of  a  science 
which  is  to  settle  equitably  the  rights  of  the  subjects  of  this  country. 
The  rule  of  law,  as  given  us  by  Littleton,  is  simple  and  just.  (Sect.  53.) 
"•When  the  husband  is  seised  of  such  an  estate  in  tenements,  &c.,  so 
as  by  possibility  it  may  happen  that  the  wife  may  have  issue  by  her 
husband,  and  that  the  same  issue  may  by  possibility  inherit  the  same 
tenements  of  such  an  estate  as  the  husband  hath,  as  heir  to  the  husband 
of  such  tenements,  she  shall  have  her  dower;  otherwise  not." 

The  children  of  William  Frost  must  have  inherited  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  indefeasible,  had  any  survived  him,  and  the  executory  devise 
would  have  been  at  an  end;  the  case  of  his  widow  comes  within  the 
rule  in  Littleton.  It  would  be  a  strange  anomaly,  that  the  widow  of 
one  whose  issue  can  only  be  tenants  in  tail,  should  be  dowable,  and 
she  whose  children  would  be  tenants  in  fee  by  inheritance  from  their 
father,  should  not.  It  has  been  said  at  the  bar,  that  the  widows  of 
tenants  in  tail  were  dowable,  because  such  tenants  might  enlarge  their 
estates  into  fee  simple.     This  cannot  be  the  reason,  because  from  the 


SECT.  IV.]  MOODY   V.   KING. 

time  of  the  passing  the  Statute  de  donis  until  the  introduction  of 
recoveries,  which  was  not  earlier  than  Edward  the  3d,  or,  us  somi 
than  Edward  the  4th,  estates  tail  could  nut  he  enlarged.  Their  is 
no  doubt,  also,  that  when  estates  in  fee  simple  conditional  were  first 
introduced,  they  were  perpetual  entails,  and  yet  the  wives  of  the 
tenants  were  dowable. 

It  has  been  said  at  the  bar.  that  if  you  hold  that  Catherine  Moody  is 
entitled  to  dower,  you  must  take  it  out  of  the  estate  of  the  person  who 
has  the  executory  devise,  to  whom  she  is  a  perfect  Btranger:  this  is 
not  so;  dower  is  part  of  the  estate  of  the  husband,  as  it  is  a  part  of 
tenant  in  tail's  estate,  who  dies  without  issue,  and  not  of  that  of  the 
remainder-man. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — 

We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel,  and  are  of  opinion,  that 
the  plaintiff,  Catherine,  is  at  law  entitled  to  dower  out  of  the  estate 
which  the  said  William  Frost  the  younger  took  in  the  hereditaments 
mentioned  under  the  said  will  of  his  father,  William  Frost  the  elder, 
with  a  cesset  executio  during  the  terms. 

W.  1).  Best.    J.  Burroi  oh. 
J.  A.  Park.     S.  < !  isei  n.1 

X.  ite.  —  Loss  of  Dower.  In  the  United  States,  a  voluntary  conveyance  by  :i  man, 
mi  tin'  <-ve  of  marriage,  unknown  to  the  intended  wife,  and  intended  to  deprive  her  of 
dower,  can  bi  by  her.     Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Halst.  Ch.  515  (1847).     B 

Baker  v.  Chase,  6  Hill,  482  (1844).     Secus  in  England.    See  1  Roper,  Husband  £  Wife 
(■j'l  ed. )  :;."■">,  J  icob'a  note. 

There  is  no  dower  in  land  which  before  the  marriage  a  husband  has  agreed  by  an  oral 
contract  to  sell,  and  which  after  the  marriage  he  convey-,  accordingly.    I  v.  Sale, 

1  I'..  Mon.  76  (1840). 

The  widow  of  a  man  attainted  of  treason  had  no  dower  even  in  tin-  Ian 
by  him  before  the  treason.     Gatev.W  ,  Dyer,  140  b  (1557).     Butaet    SetoaUv, 

I  (1812). 

A  claim  of  dower  will  not  prevail  against  a  dedication  to  public  n 
•  .  :;  Ohio,  21  (1827). 

By  St  13  Edw.  I  (Westm.  II.)  (123".)  c.  81,  it  is  provided  that  "if  a  wife  will. 
ingly  leave  her  husband, and  go  away,  and  continue  with  her  advouterer,  she  -hall 
red  forever  of  action  to  demand  her  dower  that  she  ought  to  have  of  her  bus- 
band's  lands,  if  Bhe  l»-  convict  thereupon,  except  that  her  husband  willing 
without  coercion  of  the  Church,  reconcile  her,  ami  suffer  her  to  dwell  with  him  ;  in 
which  case  she  -hall  be  restored  to  her  action."  On  thi 
Hethrington  v.  Graham,  6  Bing.  I  Woodward  v.  Don  e,  10  I 

well  v.  TtbbettB,  ■:  S.  II    ll    1824  '■  I  Ball.  812  (18S 

many  of  the  States  this  8tatute  is  not  in  f<  r<  e  thel  iws  concerning  divorce 
its  place,     hakin  v.  bakin,  -J  Allen,  15 

if  a  deed  in  which  a  wife  has  joined  I 
creditors,  the  right  to  dower  revives.     Ma  v.  //  I      I.  Y.  Ill  (18' 

Partition  under  order  of  court,  In  an  action  to  which  ■  widow  it  not 
land  held  by  a  husband  'luring  coverture  In  co-ownership  bars  dower  in  all  Hie  land 
except  that*  I  off  to  the  husband  or  to  one  to  whom  he  conveyed  bit  ut 
or  a  part  thereof,  by  deed  in  which  the  wife  did  not  join.     //• 
C.  404  (1891]      B 

i  s...  Co.  Lit.  241  a,  Battt 
Jou.s  v.  Hug/a  J76);  1 

Vol..    vi.  —  IS 
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SECTION   V. 

DOWKR    IN    EQUITY   OV  REDEMPTION. 

A.     Bight  to  Redeem. 

MILLS  v.   VAN  VOOKIIIES. 

New  York  Coukt  of  Appeals.     1859. 

[Reported  20  N.  Y.  412.] 

Appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court.  Action  for  the  specific  performance 
on  a  contract  made  in  July,  1851,  for  the  conveyance  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  of  fifty  acres  of  land,  now  within  the  city  of  Brooklyn. 
The  defendant  was  to  give  a  deed  with  full  covenants,  conveying  a  per- 
fect title.  He  tendered  a  deed  good  in  form  in  November,  1851.  The 
plaintiff  objected  to  the  title  on  this  ground:  The  defendant  had,  in 
1835,  conveyed  a  portion  of  the  land  to  one  Hans  Learned,  receiving 
from  him  a  contemporaneous  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase-money, 
in  which  his  wife  (if  he  had  one)  did  not  join.  Learned  conveyed  por- 
tions of  the  land  thus  granted  to  him  to  Gil  man,  Marston,  Tripp,  Lloyd, 
and  Smith,  each  of  whom  had  a  wife.  Learned's  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed by  suit  in  chancery,  to  which  his  grantees  were  parties  ;  but 
their  wives,  who  were  then  living  and  who  continued  in  life  at  the  hear- 
ing of  this  suit,  were  not  parties.  The  defendant  had  re-possessed  him- 
self of  the  title  by  purchase  under  this  foreclosure  ;  the  master's  deed 
to  him  bearing  date  July  8th,  1840.  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  title, 
that  the  wives  of  Learned  and  his  grantees  were  not  barred  of  their 
contingent  equities  of  redemption.  The  defendant  insisted  that  this 
constituted  no  defect  in  the  title.  Various  propositions  were  made  with 
:i  view  to  overcome  the  difficult}' ;  among  others,  that  a  new  foreclosure 
of  the  Learned  mortgage  should  be  instituted  :  but  the  parties  failed  to 
agree  in  regard  to  it.  The  plaintiff  requested  the  defendant  to  convey 
to  him  that  portion  of  the  premises  to  which  his  objection  did  not  apply, 
he  paying  and  securing  in  the  manner  stipulated  by  their  contract  a 
proportionate  part  of  the  price  sigrced  to  be  paid  for  the  whole.  The 
defendant  refused  to  accede  to  this  proposition.  The  matter  was  under 
negotiation  until  April,  1852.  This  suit  was  commenced  in  Jul}*  fol- 
lowing. The  complaint  insisted  that  the  title  was  defective,  but  prayed 
that  the  defendant  be  required  to  make  it  perfect. 

The  trial  was  before  a  referee,  who  held  that  the  plaintiffs  objections 
to  the  title  were  unfounded,  but  that  by  refusing  to  take  a  good  title 
when  tendered  to  him.  and  by  refusing  fair  offers  to  indemnify  him 
against  the  alleged  defect,  and  by  the  lapse  of  time,  he  had  lost  the 
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right  to  a  specific  performance  ;  and  he  ordered  a  judgment  denying  a 
specific  performance,  but  awarding  restitution    to  the  plaintiff  of  the 

money  which  he  had  paid  towards  the  purchase  of  the  land,  with  interest. 
Upon  appeal  the  Supreme  Court,  at  General  Term  in  thesecond  district, 
held  the  plaintiffs  objection  to  the  title  well  founded,  hut  it  affirmed  the 
judgment  entered  on  the  referee's  report,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  could  not  give  a  perfect  title;  though  he  might  bring  a  suit 
to  foreclose  the  wives  of  Learned  and  his  grantees,  he  could  not  pre- 
vent them  from  redeeming  if  they  saw  tit  ;  the  plaintiff  did  not  ask  for 
such  a  title  as  the  defendant  could  give,  and  the  most  he  was  entitled 
to  was  the  relief  awarded  by  the  referee.  The  plaintiff  appealed  to  this 
court. 

J.  L.  S.  Cummins,  for  the  appellant. 

Jn/at  K.  Porter,  for  the  respondent. 

Si. i. den,  J.  It  would  not  necessarily  follow,  even  if  all  the  objections 
originally  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  title  of  the  defendant  were  un- 
founded, that  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract  must  be  decreed. 
As,  however,  there  is  nothing  in  tlie  case  to  impeach  the  good  faith  of 
the  plaintiff,  nor  anything  shown  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  which 
would  make  it  inequitable  to  compel  a  performance,  it  would  seem  that 
a  court  of  equity,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  would  lie  called 
upon,  if  there  is  no  defect  in  the  title,  to  require  the  defendant  to  per- 
form. The  only  objection  not  obviated  by  the  proof  given  at  the  hear- 
ing, was  that  based  upon  the  omission  to  make  the  widow  of  one  | 
and  the  wives  of  others,  interested  in  the  premises  as  grantees  of  the 
mortgagor,  parties  to  the  suit  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  given  by  Hans 
Learned  to  the  defendant.  This  was  the  only  objection  considered  by 
the  referee,  or  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  only  one  which  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  lure. 

The  case  does  not  show  very  clearly  whether  Learned,  the  mortgagor, 
had  a  wife;  or  if  he  had.  whether  she  was  made  a  part}  to  the  suit  or 
not.  But  the  mortgage  having  been  given  for  purchase-money,  botb 
the  referee  and  the  Supreme  Court  have  assumed  that  the  question 
whether  it  was  necessary  to  make  the  wives  of  tin-  grantci  -  of  the  mort- 
gagor parties,  in  order  to  cut  off  their  equitable  rights,  is  identical  with 

the  one  whether  it   was  nece88ary,  if  the  mortgagor  had  a  wife,  to   make 

her  a  party  for  thai  purpose.  This  assumption  i->  do  doubt  correct  to 
this  extent,  viz. :  That  if  the  dower  rights  of  the  wife  of  the  moil 

in  the  equity  of  redemption  were  such  a-  to  require  that  she  si Id  be 

made  a  party  to  the  foreclosure,  then  for  the  same  reason  it  would  be 

ary  to  make  the  wives  of  the  grantees  of  that  equitj  pa 

converse  of  the  proposition,  however,  may  not  be,  ami  I  think  i 
true,     [f  it  be  unnecessary  in  such  cases  to  make  the  wife  of  the  mort- 
gagor a  party,  it  i-  because  the  Statute  concerning  raorl  >i  pur- 
chase-money has  made  11  bo.     This   Statute,  however,  does  not  extend 

to  the  wive-  of  the  grantee-  of  BUCfa  ii  and  can  in  no  wa\ 

their  rights. 
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But  as  the  conclusion  to  which  I  have  arrived,  as  to  the  necessit}'  of 
making  the  wife  of  the  mortgagor  himself  a  party,  is  decisive  of  this 
branch  of  the  case,  I  will  consider  the  question  in  the  aspect  in  which  it 
was  considered  by  the  court  below.  Is  it  necessary  then  in  foreclosing 
a  purchase-money  mortgage,  to  make  the  wife  of  the  mortgagor  a  party, 
in  order  to  cut  off  her  rights  in  the  equity  of  redemption?  1.  "Would  it 
be  necessary,  independent  of  the  Statute?  2.  If  so,  does  the  Statute 
render  it  unnecessary?  Whether  at  common  law  it  would  he  necessary 
to  make  her  a  party,  must  depend  upon  the  question  whether  she  has 
any  interest,  either  legal  or  equitable,  complete  or  inchoate,  in  the 
mortgaged  premises.  If  she  has  such  an  interest,  however  remote,  then 
upon  the  plainest  and  most  familial-  principles,  that  interest  cannot  be 
affected,  unless  by  virtue  of  some  Statute,  by  a  suit  in  equity  to  which 
she  is  not  a  part}'.  This  is  not  only  well  settled  by  authority,  but 
results  from  the  simplest  and  most  obvious  principles  of  justice.  The 
doctrine  has  been  frequently  applied  to  the  inchoate  rights  of  dower  of 
a  married  woman.  It  was  so  applied  in  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v. 
Parish,  3  Paige,  G53,  where  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  of  premises 
sold  under  a  decree  for  partition,  takes  the  same  subject  to  the  right  of 
dower  of  the  wife  of  one  of  the  tenants  in  common,  unless  the  wife  was 
a  party  to  the  suit. 

It  is  entirely  clear,  therefore,  that  if  the  wife  of  one  who  owns  real 
estate  subject  to  a  mortgage  given  for  purchase-money,  has  an}T  inchoate 
dower  rights  at  all,  in  respect  to  such  property,  these  rights,  unless  by 
virtue  of  the  Statute,  could  not  be  affected  by  a  foreclosure  suit  to  which 
she  is  not  made  a  party  ;  and  a  purchaser  under  such  a  foreclosure 
would  not  obtain  an  unencumbered  title.  That  she  has  rights  of  this 
description,  under  the  principles  uniformly  applied  to  mortgages  in  this 
country,  is,  I  think,  too  clear  to  be  denied.  It  having  been,  for  the  last 
half  century,  the  settled  doctrine  in  this  State  that  the  mortgagor,  not- 
withstanding the  form  of  the  instrument,  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  real 
owner  of  the  property,  and  the  mortgagee,  until  he  obtains  possession, 
as  having  only  a  lien  or  charge  upon  it,  the  courts  were  bound  in  con- 
sistency to  hold,  as  they  have  repeatedly  held,  that  the  dower  rights  of 
widows  extend  to  equities  of  redemption.  This  has  never  been  doubted 
since  the  days  of  Hitchcock  v.  Harrington,  6  John.  290,  and  Collins  v. 
Torn),  7  John.  "278.  The  same  doctrines  prevail  in  some  if  not  all  the 
other  States.  Fish  v.  Fish,  1  Conn.  559  ;  Snow  v.  Stevens,  15  Mass. 
R.  279  ;    Gibson  v.  Crehore,  3  Pick.  475. 

That  a  mortgagor,  who  has  purchased  land  and  given  back  a  mort- 
gage for  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  is  the  owner  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  premises  so  purchased,  will  not  be  disputed  ; 
and  there  is  not  the  slightest  legal  difference  between  this  equity,  so  far 
as  he  is  concerned,  and  one  where  the  mortgage  was  given  for  borrowed 
money.  His  rights  in  the  property  are  in  all  respects  the  same,  and  the 
same  proceedings  are  necessary  to  foreclose  them.  If,  therefore,  he  is 
to  be  regarded  as  the  real  beneficial  owner  of  the  property  in  the  one 
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case,  he  is  in  the  other ;  and  it  would  seem  plainly  to  follow,  that  if  his 
widow  is  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  this  equity  in  the  one  case,  she  must 
be  equally  so  in  the  other. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Stow  v.  Tifft,  15  John.  158,  which 
conflicts  with  this  conclusion,  even  if  the  doctrine  of  that  ease  could  be 
sustained.  When  a  married  man,  owning  unencumbered  real  estate, 
executes  a  mortgage  upon  it.  in  which  his  wife  does  not  join,  as  her 
inchoate  interest  in  the  property  precedes  that  of  the  mortgagee,  it 
seems  perfectly  just  that  her  right,  if  not  release  d,  Bhould  be  paramount 
to  his.  But  where  the  purchase-money  has  never  been  paid,  and  the 
mortgage  is  given  for  that,  there  is  an  apparent  injustice  in  permitting 
the  rights  of  the  wife  to  prevail  over  the  prior  rights  of  the  vendor  :  and 
it  was  to  avoid  this  result  that  the  late  Supreme  Court  adopted  the 
what  peculiar  doctrine  of  the  case  of  Stoic  v.    Tifft. 

It  had  been  said  in  several  old  English  cases  thai  where  the  Beisure 
of  the  husband  was  instantaneous  only,  as  when  the  title  was  transferred 
to  and  from  him  at  the  same  instant  and  bj'  the  same  act,  there  no  right 
of  dower  would  attach,  and  it  was  upon  the  doctrine  of  these  cases  that 
the  Supreme  Court  rested  its  decision  in  the  case  of  Stow  v.  Tifft.  <  >n 
looking  carefully  into  those  old  cases,  however,  it  appears  that  in  none 
of  them  was  the  conveyance  intended  to  vesl  any  beneficial  interest  in 
the  husband  ;  the  object  being  in  every  case  merely  to  transfer  the  title 
to,  or  perfect  the  title  in.  some  other  person.     Tin  .  t  her.  tore. 

would  seem  scarcely  to  afford  any  solid  foundation  for  that  of  Stow  v. 
Tifft. 

But  that  case,  assuming  it  to  have  been  rightly  decided,  has  no  bear- 
ing upon  the  point  presented  here.  The  question  there  was,  no1  whether 
the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  subject  to 
the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  but  whether  her  right  of  dower  was  paramount 
to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee;  and  whether  she  could  recover  her 
dower  in  opposition  to  the  mortgage,  and  without  offerio  •  m  it. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Stow  v.  Tifft,  or  an)  other  well  con- 
sidered case,  nor  in  reason,  to  -how  that  the  wife  or  widow  of  one  who 

iven  a  i norther'-  for  purchase-money,  whether  she  baa  or  has  not 
joined  in  the  mortgage,  is  not  a-  much  entitled  to  be  endowed  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  thai  is  of  the  interest  justly  and  beneficial!)  < 
in  her  husband,  a-  the  wife  of  any  other  mortgagor.    The  onl)  efl 
the  decision  in  Stow  v.  Tifft  was  to  place  the  wife  of  one  who  had  dur- 
ing coverture  given  a  mortgage  for  purchase-money,  in  which  she  bad 
not  joined,  substantially  in  (lie  same  positiou  as  if  the  mortgage  had 
been  given  for  purchase-money  or  an)  other  Indebtedness,  b< 
tore,  or  as  if  -he  bad  joined  in  a  moi  »uch  Indebtedness  after 

coverture      A  fern ■rt.  who  executes  ami  ointl)  with  her 

husband,  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  dower  in  the  equit)  of  red<  mption, 
of  which  her  husband  is  seised  notwitl  themortgage;  an. 1  this 

right,  as  we  bai  '"'•  '"  ''i",,v  u 

■he  is  made  a  party.    If  omitted,  she  can  come  in  at  any  tine 
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and  redeem,  notwithstanding  a  decree  and  Bale  in  the  forecloaure  suit. 
It  is  the  same  under  the  decision  in  Stow  v.  Tift,  in  caaeofa  purchaae- 
tnoney  mortgage  ;  although  the  wife  may  not  have  joined  in  each  mort- 
gage. At  common  law,  therefore,  aside  from  our  Statute  on  the  aubject, 
it  is  plain  that  a  wife  or  widow,  in  auch  a  rase,  must  be  made  a  party  to 
a  forecloaure  suit,  or  her  right  to  redeem  the  premises  from  the  Lien  of 
the  mortgage  will  remain  unaffected. 

Doea  the  Statute  in  question  prescribe  a  different  rule?  It8language 
is  this:  ••  When  a  husband  shall  purchase  lands  during  coverture,  and 
shall  at  the  same  time  mortgage  his  estate  in  such  lands  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  purchase-money,  his  widow  shall  not  be  entitled  to  dower 
out  of  such  lands,  as  against  the  mortgagee  and  those  claiming  under 
him,  although  she  shall  not  have  united  in  such  mortgage,  but  she 
shall  be  entitled  to  her  dower  as  against  all  other  persons."  1  R.  S. 
741.  §  ">.  It  is  manifest  on  the  faee  of  this  provision,  without  the 
express  declaration  to  that  elfect  contained  in  the  Reviser's  Notes, 
that  its  design  was  simply  to  confirm,  by  positive  enactment,  the  rule 
adopted  in  the  case  of  Stow  v.  Tifft,  supra.  The  sole  motive  for 
that  decision  was,  as  we  have  seen,  not  to  interfere  with  the  widow's 
claim  of  dower  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  but  to  prevent  that  claim 
from  having  a  preference  over  the  mortgage  when  given  for  purchase- 
money.  The  motive  for  the  enactment  was  precisely  the  same;  and 
the  reason  upon  which  both  the  decision  and  the  Statute  were  founded 
goes  obviously  no  further.  Care  seems  to  have  been  taken  in  framing 
the  Statute  thus  to  limit  its  effect.  The  words  "although  she  shall 
not  have  united  in  such  mortgage,"  plainly  import  a  design  to  make 
the  position  of  the  widow,  as  to  a  mortgage  for  purchase-money  not 
signed  by  her,  the  same  as  in  respect  to  any  other  mortgage  which  she 
had  signed. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  Statute  goes  further  than  this,  and  denies  to 
the  widow  all  right  to  dower  as  against  the  mortgagee,  and  any  person 
claiming  under  him.  Hence,  as  every  person  deriving  title  under  the 
foreclosure  may  be  said  to  claim  under  the  mortgagee,  it  is  insisted  that 
all  claim  to  dower  on  the  part  of  the  widow,  not  only  in  the  land  at 
large,  but  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  is  cut  off  by  such  foreclosure, 
whether  she  is  made  a  party  or  not. 

The  objection  to  this  construction  is,  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  the 
reason  upon  which  the  Statute  was  founded,  as  gathered  from  the  history 
of  the  law  on  the  subject,  as  well  as  from  the  express  declaration  of  the 
revisers  ;  and  inconsistent  also  with  the  object  and  intent  of  the  Statute, 
as  plainly  evinced  by  its  phraseology  in  other  respects.  Parties  ob- 
taining title  under  the  foreclosure,  claim  not  only  under  the  mortgagee, 
but  under  the  mortgagor  also.  They  obtain  the  rights  of  both.  So 
far  as  they  claim  under  the  mortgagee  alone,  they  are  protected  by  the 
-  tute  against  the  widow,  without  her  having  been  made  a  party.  In 
that  portion  of  the  estate  she  has  no  interest.  But  in  respect  to  the 
portion  which,  under  the  foreclosure,  is  obtained  from  the  mortgagor, 
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viz.,  the  equity  of  redemption,  in  which  she  has  an  interest,  her  rights 
are  not  affected  unless  made  a  party. 

This  construction  makes  the  whole  law  on  the  subject  reasonable  ami 
consistent;  while  any  other  would  produce  manifest  incongruity  and 
injustice. 

These  views  accord  with  and  are  sustained  by  those  expressed  by 
both  the  vice-chancellor  and  chancellor  in  the  case  of  Jh/l  v.  Th> 
Mayor  of  New  York,  10  Paige,  50,  so  far  as  that  case  involved  the 
questions  presented  here.  In  that  case,  the  foreclosure  was  not  com- 
pleted until  after  the  death  of  the  mortgagor  :  and  hence,  it  did  not 
become  necessary  to  determine  the  effect  of  a  foreclosure,  in  his  life 
time.  There  is  not  the  slightest  reason,  however,  for  giving  to  such  a 
foreclosure  any  greater  effect  in  cutting  off  the  dower  rights  of  the  wife 
of  the  mortgagor,  than  to  one  which  takes  place  after  his  death.  The 
inchoate  rights  of  the  wife  are  as  much  entitled  to  protection  as  the 
vested  rights  of  the  widow.  Neither  can  be  impaired  by  any  judicial 
proceeding  to  which  she  is  not  made  a  party. 

If  this  reasoning  is  sound,  it  follows,  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary 
to  make  the  wives  of  the  grantees  of  Learned  parties  to  the  foreclosure 
suit,  in  order  to  cut  oil'  their  inchoate  rights  of  dower.  The  wives  of 
the  grantees  of  a  mortgagor  have  the  same  rights  of  dower  in  the  equity 
of  redemption,  as  the  wife  of  the  mortgagor  himself.  The  cases  of 
Collins  v.  Torry,  7  Johns.  278,  and  Snow  v.  Stevens,  15  Ma-.  •-'::'. 
are  both  cases  of  this  description.  The  plaintiff  in  each  was  the  widow, 
not  of  the  mortgagor  himself,  hut  of  a  grantee  of  such  mortgagor;  and 
in  each,  she  was  held  entitled  to  dower  in  the  equity  of  redemption. 
These  are  leading  case9  in  the  respective  States,  and  have  been  repeat- 
edly ratified  and  approved  by  the  courts  of  both. 

The  necessity  of  making  the  wives  .,i  the  grantees  of  Learned  parties, 
therefore,  in  older  to  foreclose  their  rights,  i-  clear.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  lias  not  a  perfect  title,  nor  would  a  foreclosure  of  the  Learned 
mortgage  necessarily  give  him  Buch  a  title:  as  the  grantees'  wives,  not 
made  parties  to  the  firsl  foreclosure,  would  have  ;i  right  to  come  in  and 
redeem.  The  plaintiff  cannot,  therefore,  have  a  judgment  or  de< 
for  a  complete  performance. 

Bui  he  insists,  thai  if  he  has  ool  made  a  case  for  a  full  and  complete 
performance,  he  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  a  judgment,  that  the  defend- 

;iI1t  convey  Buch  title  as  be  has,  with  compensati or  the  defects,  and 

he  asks  for  Buch  a  judgment. 

It  is  quite  clear,  that  this  is  not  a  case  for  compensation.     11 
ohviou.lv  he  entirely  impracticable  to  arrive  at  anj  reasonably  accut 

mate  of  the  defects  in  the  defendant's  title,  or  to  ascertain  what  Bum 
would  he  :,n  adequate  compensation  for  them:  depending  as  tbev  do, 
upon  the  deaths  of  a  numberof  Individuals;  upon  the  survivorship 
their  respective  wives:  upon    the  time  when,  if  ever,  their 
dower  shall  accrue,  and  many  other  contingi 
capable  of  even  a  proximate  estimation.     Again,  th< 
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the  defendant  to  give  a  deed  with  covenants ;  and  it  would  be  necessary 
to  modify  these  covenants,  so  as  to  exempt  the  defendant  from  liability 
for  any  failure  oi'  title,  growing  out  of  the  defects  compensated  for; 
which  would  still  further  complicate  Hie  ease.  For  these  and  other 
similar  reasons,  which  might  he  suggested,  no  judgment  for  compensa- 
tion could,  with  propriety,  have  been  given  by  the  court  below,  even  if 
the  plaintiff  had  asked  for  such  a  judgment  upon  the  trial,  and  had 
furnished  the  court,  so  far  as  practicable,  with  the  necessary  facts  upon 
which  to  predicate  it. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  further  asks,  if  the  opinion  of  the  court  should 
be  against  him  upon  the  two  points  already  considered,  that  the  de- 
fendant he  required  to  convey  that  portion  of  the  premises  to  which  he 
has  a  perfect  title  ;  and  offers  to  accept  of  such  a  conveyance. 

Tin1  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  has  frequently  exercised  the 
power  here  sought  to  be  invoked,  and  our  courts  have  in  some  instances 
followed  their  example.  But  it  is  obvious  that  in  this  country,  where 
tin- value  of  real  estate  is  so  fluctuating,  changing,  not  unfrequently, 
from  day  to  day,  the  practice  of  making  such  decrees,  if  generally 
adopted,  would  give  to  the  purchasers  of  such  property  great  advant- 
ages over  their  vendors.  By  availing  themselves,  as  in  this  case,  of 
some  defect  in  the  title  to  a  portion  of  the  premises,  they  might  keep 
the  matter  in  abeyance  perhaps  for  years,  secure  against  loss,  in  case 
of  a  fall,  but  ready  to  avail  themselves  of  any  rise  in  the  value  of  the 
property.  Although,  therefore,  the  power  of  making  such  decrees  no 
doubt  exists,  it  should,  in  this  country  at  least,  be  exercised  with  great 
deliberation  and  caution. 

In  the  present  case,  however,  I  feel  bound  to  say  that  I  see  nothing  in 
the  facts  developed  which  throws  the  least  suspicion  upon  the  fairness 
and  good  faith  of  the  plaintiff;  and  I  should  feel  strongly  disposed  to 
grant  him  the  relief  sought  in  this  last  request,  if  it  could  be  properly 
given  in  the  present  position  of  the  case.  It  is  of  no  consequence  that 
no  such  offer  is  made  or  relief  asked  in  the  complaint.  But  the  diffi- 
culty is,  that  no  such  ground  was  taken  or  suggestion  made  at  the  trial. 
Very  many  circumstances  might  exist,  which  would  make  it  highly  in- 
equitable to  make  such  a  decree.  The  relative  value  of  the  different 
portions  of  the  property  may  have  entirely  changed.  The  delay  may 
have  wrought  inevitable  changes,  in  the  relation  of  the  whole  or  of  parts 
of  the  premises,  to  the  defendant's  other  propedy.  Valuable  improve- 
ments may  have  been  made  under  circumstances  which  would  justify 
them.  The  defendant  was  clearly  entitled  to  an  opportunity  to  prove 
any  circumstances  of  this  nature,  which  might  have  existed  ;  and  as  no 
such  decree  could  be  made  unless  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ant was  not  called  upon  to  offer  the  proof,  unless  such  a  request  was 
made.  It  is  plain  that  no  such  decree  can  be  made,  without  giving  to 
the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  adduce  proof  on  this  subject.  What 
the  plaintiff  asks,  therefore,  is,  in  substance,  that  the  judgment  be  re- 
versed to  enable  him  to  make  this  additional  offer  and  claim,  notwith- 


SECT.  V.]  DAVIS   V.   WBTHEBELL.  681 

standing  no  error  was  committed  by  the  referee  in  disposing  of  th< 
as  it  was  presented  before  him. 

These  views,  in  which  Judges  Allen  and  Gkay  concur,  would  lead 
to  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment.  But  one  of  my  associates,  Judge 
Strong,  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  make  the  wives, 
either  of  Learned  himself  or  of  his  grantees,  parties  to  the  foreclosure, 
and  is  in  favor  of  reversing  the  judgment  for  that  reason.  The  other 
four,  viz. :  Johnson.  C.  J.,  and  CoMSTOCK,  Dekio,  and  Gboveb,  JJ., 
while  they  concur  in  holding  that  the  wife  of  Learned,  if  be  had  a 
wife,  and  the  wives  of  his  grantees,  should  have  been  made  parties,  in 
order  to  cut  off  their  rights  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  that  the 
title  of  the  defendant  is  defective  in  consequence  of  the  omission  to 
make  them  so,  nevertheless  think,  inasmuch  as  the  referee  decided  that 
the  defendant  had  a  perfect  title,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  fault  for 
not  having  accepted  the  deed  when  tendered,  that  the  case  lias  never 
been  fully  considered  in  its  other  aspects  :  and  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
new  trial,  to  give  the  parties  an  opportunity  to  present  tin-  facts  and 
equitable  considerations  bearing  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  partial 
relief,  and  to  have  the  same  deliberately  passed  upon  by  the  Supreme 
Court. 

The  judgment,  therefore,  must  be  reversed,  and  there  must  be  a  new- 
trial,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Ordered  accordingly.1 


DAVIS   v.   WETHERELL. 

Si'pijeme  Judicial  Coubi  of  Massachusi  ii-.     l 

[Rqwrted  L8  Allot,  60.] 

BlIX  in  i.ornv  to  ndecin  land  from  a  mortgage.  The  hill  set  forth 
that  Samuel  Davis,  on  the  1st  of  April,  1854,  made  a  mortgage,  in 
which  his  wife  joined,  of  a  tract  of  land  in  Worcester,  t"  secure  the 
payment    of  six   thousand  dollars  ;   that    the    mortgage  WM  assigned   to 

the  defendant  Wetherell  on  the  27th  of  June,  i860;  that  Davia 
became  an  insolvent  debtor  June  ."'tin  1861  :  and  on  tin-  29th  of  May. 
sees  conveyed  u,  Wetherell  the  equity  of  redemption  in 
the  premises;  that  May  1st,  1868,  the  mortgage  debt  being  due, 
Wetherell  entered  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosing  his  i  •  and 

recorded  a  certificate  of  his  entry:  that  November  1st.  1864,  Wethe- 
rell conveyed  to  the  other  defendant,  Anna  I  ».  Anllmny,  by  a  quit- 
claim deed,  all  hi-  interesl  in  the  premises;  that  the  defendants  have 
both  been  In  possession,  taking  the  rent-,  and  profits;  thai  the  prem- 

iscs  were  a  part  of  the    h< -t-ad    farm  of  DftVis,  UlOUgh  Separated    I'V 

i  But  see  Pitts  v.  Ahlrich,  11  Allen  8 
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lands  of  other  persona  from  that  portion  of  the  farm  upon  which  his 
dwelling-house  and  baru  were  Bituated,  and  were  half  a  mile  distant 
therefrom,  and  were  boughl  by  Davis  after  the  purchase  of  the  rest  of 
the  farm,  but  were  used  and  cultivated  by  him  in  connection  with  the 
res!  of  the  farm,  partly  for  mowing  and  partly  for  pasturing  his  farm 
cattle;  that  Davis  acquired  a  homestead  in  the  premises  under  the 
provisions  of  Statute  L855,  C.  288,  and  was  entitled  to  have  the  same 
set  off  to  him,  as  against  all  persons  except  the  mortgagees;  and  that 
Selina  K.  Davis,  his  wife,  would  he  entitled,  in  ease  she  should  survive 
her  husband,  to  have  dower  assigned  her  in  the  premises,  except  as 
against  the  mortgagees. 

The  defendants  demurred,  and  at  the  argument  relied  on  the  follow- 
ing causes  of  demurrer :  "  1.  Because  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to 
any  homestead.  2.  Because  the  husband  is  not  entitled  to  any  home- 
stead. 3.  Because  the  wife  is  not  entitled  to  maintain  a  hill  for  her  dower 
or  homestead  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  either  with  or  without  her 
husband,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  bill." 

The  case  was  reserved  by  Gray,  J.,  for  the  determination  of  the  full 
court. 

P.  C.  Bacon,  for  the  defendants. 

T.  L.  Nelson,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Hoar,  J.  The  questions  presented  for  decision  upon  the  argument 
of  the  demurrer  are  only  these:  1.  Whether  the  husband,  Samuel 
Davis,  is  entitled  to  maintain  a  bill  to  redeem,  by  reason  of  a  home- 
stead estate  in  the  equit}'  of  redemption  under  Statute  1855,  c.  238; 
and  2.  Whether  his  wife,  who  joins  in  the  bill,  is  entitled  to  redeem 
by  virtue  of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  equity,  she  having 
joined  with  her  husband  in  executing  the  mortgage? 

Upon  the  first  question,  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  rights  of 
the  parties  cannot  be  conclusively  settled  upon  demurrer.  The  bill 
contains  the  distinct  averment  that  the  parcel  of  land  described  in  the 
mortgage  is  a  part  of  the  farm  occupied  and  used  as  a  residence  by 
the  said  Davis,  as  a  householder  with  a  family,  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  a  homestead  in  the  equity  of  redemption  thereof.  As  a  matter  of 
pleading,  the  allegation  seems  to  be  sufficient.  Whether  upon  the 
proofs  the  allegation  will  be  sustained,  or  whether  the  case  will  fall 
within  the  rule  adopted  in  Adams  v.  Jenkins,  16  Gray,  146,  we  can- 
not now  determine. 

The  other  question  is  new  and  interesting,  and  nothing  has  been 
found  in  the  way  of  direct  authority  which  bears  upon  it.  That  a 
widow  is  dowable  of  an  equity  of  redemption  is  well  settled  ;  indeed, 
is  especially  provided  by  Statute.  Gen.  Sts.  c.  90,  §  2.  But  no 
adjudged  case  has  been  found  in  which  a  wife  having  an  inchoate 
right  of  dower  has  been  allowed  to  redee-m  from  a  mortgage  in  which 
she  ha<l  joined  with  her  husband.  Before  the  Revised  Statutes,  it 
would  seem  that  if  the  mortgagee  or  his  assigns  had  purchased  the 
husband's  equity  of  redemption,  he  could  not  cut  off  the  wife's  right 
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of  dower  in  the  equity  by  a  foreclosure  until  after  the  husband's  death. 
Lund  v.  Woods,  11  Met.  566.  But  since  the  Revised  Statutes  it  has 
been  repeatedly  determined  that  the  foreclosure,  in  the  mode  provided 
by  Statute,  of  a  mortgage  in  which  the  wife  had  joined  to  release  her 
dower,  or  in  case  the  husband  had  only  been  seised  of  au  equity  of 
redemption  during  the  coverture,  would  bar  the  right  of  dower.  And 
in  a  suit  against  the  husband  to  foreclose,  tin-  wife  need  not  he  made 
a  party.  Wedg<  v.  Moore,  6  Cush.  8.  8avagt  \.  Hall,  1-'  Graj-,363. 
FarweU  v.  Cotting,  8  Allen,  211.     Pitts  v.  Aldrich,  11  Allen,  89. 

Upon  general  principles  of  equity,  it  is  difficult  to  find  a  reason  why 
an  inchoate  right  of  dower  should  not  be  protected  against  extinguish- 
ment by  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage;  especially  where  the  husband 
has  parted  with  his  whole  estate  in  the  land,  and  can  no  longer  he 
regarded  as.  in  any  sense,  representing  the  interests  of  the  wife. 
Coverture  is  no  bar  to  the  maintenance  of  a  suit  in  equity;  and  it  is 
the  policy  of  our  legislation  to  permit  married  women  to  assert,  pro- 
tect, and  sue  for  their  separate  rights  of  property.  By  Gen.  Sts.  <■. 
140,  §  13,  the  right  of  redeeming  a  mortgage  is  given  to  ••  the  mort- 
gagor, or  any  person  lawfully  claiming  or  holding  under  him."  A 
woman  entitled  to  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  cannot  he  regarded  as 
'•  holding''  under  her  husband,  as  she  certainly  has  no  estate  in  pos- 
ii.  But  she  may  well  enough  be  considered  as  ••  claiming"  under 
him.  When  her  dower  is  assigned,  her  estate  is  a  continuance  of  her 
husliand's.  Her  inchoate  right  of  dower  is  :i  right  of  a  very  peculiar 
nature.  It  is  a  right  of  which  nothing  but  her  death  or  voluntary  act 
can  deprive  her,  and  so  it  is  something  more  than  a  mere  possibility. 
Ordinary  Statutes  of  Limitation  do  not  run  againsl  it.  so  that  adverse 
possession  as  against  her  husband  will  not  deprive  her  of  it.  And 
although  she  cannot  convey  or  alienate  it .  except  by  joining  in  a  deed 
with  her  husband  to  release  it.  and  cannol  proteel  ii  from  waste,  and 
it  is  not  Liable  to  he  taken  by  legal  process,  yet  her  husband  cannot 
bar  or  encumber  it.  As  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Parker  in  Bullard 
\.  Briggs,  7  Tick.  538,  it  is  "a  valuable  interest,  which  is  frequently 
the  Bubject  of  contract  and  bargain."  "  It  is  more  than  ;i  possibility, 
and  may  well  be  denominated  a  contingent  interest."  In  that  case  it 
was  held  that  where  a  wife  joined  with  her  husband  in  releasing 
dower  to  a  mortgagee,  and  the  husband,  in  consideration  of 
release,  conveyed  the  equity  of  redemption  to  a  trustee  for  her  bene- 
fit, the  conveyance  could  nol  be  avoided  bj  bis  creditors,  if  the  value 
of  the  dower  was  equal  to  thai  of  the  equity  conveyed. 

In  Bacon  v.  Bowdoin,  22  Pick.  101,  it  was  decided  thai  a  tenant 
for  years,  or  even  the  owner  of  a  mere  easemenl  in  land,  mighl  bring 
a  hill  to  redeem  a  mortgage.  And  we  think  it  could  nol  be  doubted 
thai  the  owner  of  a  life  estate  in  remainder,  "i  other  conting<  nl  • 
might  redeem.  After  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  before  assignment 
of  dower,  the  widow  has  n<>  estate  which  she  can  enter  npon  or  convt  y  ; 
yet  undoubtedly  she  baa  an  Interest  sufficient  to  support   a   si, 
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redemption.  Satan  v.  Simonds,  l  I  rick.  08.  Farwell  v.  Cotting. 
8  Allen,  211. 

In  Burns  v.  Lynde,  t'>  Allen,  805,  u  wife  having  an  inchoate  right 

of  dower  was  allowed  to  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  deed 
purporting  to  release  her  dower,  which  had  been  executed  by  her  in 
blank  ami  afterwards  tilled  up  ;  and  a  decree  was  made  for  a  reconvey- 
ance to  her  of  the  right  of  dower  by  the  grantee  in  the  deed.  That 
case  goes  very  far  in  principle  to  sustain  the  conclusion  to  which  we 
have  come  in  the  case  at  bar. 

And  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  female  plaintiff,  having  a  valuable 
interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  in  privity  with  the  mortgagor,  an 
iuteresl  which  she  might  have  released  to  the  assignee  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  for  a  pecuniary  consideration  perhaps  of  considerable 
amount,  and  of  which  she  would  be  deprived  by  a  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage,  is  entitled  to  maintain  her  bill. 

For  the  reasons  stated  in  Brown  v.  Lapham,  3  Cush.  551,  we 
think  there  was  no  merger  of  the  equitable  in  the  legal  title,  and 
that  the  defendant  may  have  the  full  benefit  of  the  assignment  of 
the  mortgage. 

If  she  shall  elect  to  receive  the  whole  amount  due  on  the  mortgage, 
preferring  the  surrender  of  her  equity  of  redemption  to  contribution, 
she  may  do  so ;  and  Mrs.  Davis,  on  payment  of  that  sum,  will  hold  a 
valid  title  as  assignee  of  the  mortgage.  If  a  question  as  to  the  propor- 
tion in  which  the  respective  interests  are  to  contribute  shall  hereafter 
arise,  some  mode  by  which  their  proportionate  value  can  be  ascertained 
must  then  be  adopted.     It  does  uot  arise  upon  the  demurrer. 

Demurrer  overruled. 


VREELAND   v.   JACOBUS. 
Court  of  Chancery  of  New  Jersey.     1868. 

[Reported  19  N.  J.  Eq.  231.] 

On  petition  of  Susan  E.  Jacobus,  for  surplus  moneys. 

Mr.  McDonald,  for  petitioner. 

The  Chancellor.  [Hon.  Abraham  O.  Zabriskie.]  In  this  case, 
mortgaged  premises  were  sold  by  an  execution  in  a  foreclosure  suit, 
in  which  V Iceland  was  complainant,  and  Abraham  J.  Jacobus,  and  his 
wife,  the  petitioner,  were  defendants.  The  fieri  facias  was  issued 
August  28th,  1867.  The  bill  was  filed  April  24th  of  that  year,  and 
the  sale  under  the  writ  was  after  December  fourth.  The  sale  produced 
about  §2700  above  the  mortgage  debt  and  costs,  which  is  paid  into 
court. 

The  petitioner  had  filed  a  bill  against  her  husband  for  a  separation 
and  alimony,  and  on  the  18th  day  of  June,  18G7,  obtained  a  decree  in  this 
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court  for  a  divorce  a  mensa  it  thoro,  which  directed  that  her  husband 
should  pay  her  8312  a  year,  in  equal  quarter-yearly  payments,  from  the 
date  of  the  decree,  and  within  thirty  days  after  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
decree  should  give  security  for  the  payment,  and  that  the  decree  should, 
from  its  date,  be  a  lien  upon  his  real  and  personal  estate  :  it  also  directed 
the  husband  to  pay  to  her $50  for  counsel  fees,  and  her  costs  to  be  taxed, 
and  that  she  have  execution  therefor.  This  decree  was  served  upon 
Jacobus  on  the  20th  day  of  July,  1867.  He  failed  to  comply  with  it. 
and  to  give  the  security  required,  and  on  the  4th  of  December  follow- 
ing, a  writ  of  sequestration  was  sued  out  and  levied  upon  his  equity  of 
redemption  in  the  mortgaged  lands.  On  the  18th  of  November,  a  judg- 
ment was  entered  by  confession  against  Abraham  J.  Jacobus,  in  favor 
of  his  father  James  A.  Jacobus,  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  county 
of  Essex,  in  which  the  mortgaged  lands  lie;  this  judgment  was  for 
82080.20 ;  and  on  the  same  day  an  execution  was  issued  and  levied 
on  them. 

The  complainant  claims  a  right  in  the  surplus  moneys  ;  first,  by  vir- 
tue of  her  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  of 
the  sale  of  which  the  surplus  is  the  proceeds.  She  1ms  such  right, 
beyond  question,  and  the  court  will  see  that  she  is  protected  in  it.  bu1 
she  will  not  be  entitled  to  any  payment  by  virtue  of  it  during  the  life 
of  her  husband.  She  will  have  the  right  to  have  one-third  of  the  money 
invested,  and  the  interest  paid  to  her  after  her  husband's  death  ;  in  his 
life  it  must  go  to  him,  or  to  such  creditors  or  encumbrancers  as  may  have 
a  legal  claim.1 


B.    Contribution  and  Exoneration. 

WOODS   v.   WALLACE. 

Supebiob  Court  or  Judicature  of  Ni.w  Hampshire.     1854. 

[Reported  1"  Fast.  884.] 

Bill  in  equity.  The  bill  alleged  that  tin'  plaintiff  was  the  widow 
of  Aaron  Woods,  late  of  Nashville;  that  during  the  coverture  said 
Aaron  was  Beised  of  the  premises  in  which  the  plaintifl  claims  dower 
in  this  bill.  It  is  farther  alleged  that  on  the  7th  day  of  December, 
while  si,  seised,  the  said  Aaron  conveyed  the  premises  in  mort- 
gage  to  on''  X.  Shattuck,  to  secure  the  paymenl  of  the  promissory  note 
of  said  Aaron  to  Baid  shattuck.  which  mortgage  was  in  no  u 
by  the  plaintiff,  and.  moreover,  the  note  thus  secured  has  never  been 
paid.    The  bill   further  alleged  a  mortgage  mad.-  by  laid  Aaron  to 

1  The  rat  of  thi  tnofaliraoi  The  alimony 

was  postponed  to  the  claim  of  the  jadgment»creditor. 
See  next  case. 
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Benjamin  M.  Farley,  Esq.,  to  Becure  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note 
for  $500  from  said  Aaron  to  said  Farley,  and  the  plaintiff  signed  said 
deed,  and  thereby  relinquished  her  right  of  dower  in  the  premises,  as 
against  the  last-named  mortgagee. 

It  alleged,  also,  that  the  defendant  purchased  and  took  an  assign- 
ment oi'  the  Farley  mortgage. 

The  bill  further  averred  the  death  of  said  Aaron  "Woods,  and  also  a 
sale  by  A.  W.  Sawyer,  his  administrator,  of  all  his  right  in  equity  of 
redeeming  the  mortgaged  premises,  to  the  defendant.  The  seisin  of 
the  husband  during  coverture,  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  to  Shat- 
tuek.  and  also  of  the  Farley  mortgage,  and  the  assignment  of  them  to 
the  defendant,  as  well  as  the  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the 
defendant,  were  admitted  by  the  answer,  and  are  not  facts  in  contro- 
versy between  the  parties. 

The  complainant  furthermore  averred  an  offer  to  pay  the  defendant 
her  fair  proportion  of  the  amount  of  the  Farley  mortgage,  and  prayed 
that  her  dower  might  be  adjudged  and  duly  assigned  to  her  in  the 
premises. 

Farley,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  W.  Satcyer,  for  the  defendant. 

Woods,  J.  Upon  this  state  of  facts  alleged  and  admitted,  the  mort- 
gage to  Shattuck  can  furnish  no  answer  to  the  claim  of  dower  made  by 
the  plaintiff.  It  was  simply  a  deed  of  mortgage,  made  by  the  husband 
alone,  during  the  coverture,  and  could  not  affect  the  plaintiffs  rights. 
The  husband  can  no  more  encumber  or  defeat  the  right  of  dower  of  the 
wife  by  a  mortgage,  in  this  State,  than  he  can  convey  it  by  an  abso- 
lute deed.  It  is  familiar  law  in  this  State  that  the  husband's  convey- 
ance will  in  no  wise  affect  his  wife's  right  of  dower.  It  can  onl}-  be 
done  by  her  own  act.  Indeed,  we  are  not  aware  that  it  is  claimed  that 
he  can  affect  or  defeat  her  estate  by  his  individual  conveyance.  The 
Shattuck  mortgage,  then,  may  be  laid  out  of  the  case.  The  mortgage 
deed  to  Farley  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  her  husband,  and 
her  claim  of  dower  in  the  premises  thereby  relinquished,  as  against  the 
grantee  in  that  deed,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  Is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to 
dower  in  the  premises,  and  if  so,  is  she  entitled  to  the  extent  of  the 
use  of  one  third  of  the  premises,  upon  making  contribution  in  the  man- 
ner proposed  in  the  lull  ?  These  are  the  questions  arising  upon  the 
bill  and  answer.  The  claim  of  dower  made  in  this  case  does  not  rest 
upon  the  mere  right  in  equit}'  of  redemption  of  the  husband.  It  is, 
however,  well  settled  that  a  widow  is  dowable  of  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion. To  be  sure,  it  is  not  a  right  which  can  be  enforced  at  common 
law,  but  is  to  be  worked  out  through  the  aid  of  the  courts  of  equity, 
according  to  the  rules  and  principles  governing  those  courts,  where  the 
rights  of  all  the  parties  interested  can  be  considered  and  settled,  or 
perhaps  upon  a  petition  under  chapter  one  hundred  and  thirty-one  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  relating  to  mortgages  of  real  estate.  Cass  v. 
Martin,  G  N.  H.  Rep.  25. 
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At  the  date  of  the  deed  Wooda  and  wife  each  had  distinct  rights  in 
the  land.     The  plaintiff  had  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  pn  i 
which,  as  against  all  persons  but  such  as  claim  by  or  from  herself  be- 
came perfect  upon  the  death  of  her  husband.     The  husband  bad  the 
remaining  interest  in  the  premises.     The  interest  of  each  in  the   land 
was  encumbered   by  the  act   of  each    in   the   execution   of  the   died. 
Neither  of  the  mortgagors  could  redeem   as  against    the   mortg 
without  the  payment  of  the  whole  debt  which   the  mortgage   was  in- 
tended to  secure.     Cass  v.  Martin,  6  N.  II.  Rep.  25;    Gibson  v.  Ore- 
hore,  5  Pick.  14 G  ;  Robinson  et  al.  v.  Leavitt,  7  X.  II.  Rep.  71  ;   R 
v.  Austin,  1  Paige.  PJ2  ;  2  Powell  on  Mortgages.  6 

At  present  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  of  dower  encumbered  by  the 
mortgage,  and  the  defendant  has  the  right  in  equity  of  the  husband,  and 
also  holds  the  mortgage  interest  by  purchase  and  assignment 

Can  the  widow  lie  permitted  to  enjoy  any  interesl  in  the  premises, 
excepting  upon  the  payment  by  her  of  the  whole  Farley  mortgage  debt 
to  the  defendant?  Or  may  she  entitle  herself  to  be  endowed  of  any 
part  of  the  estate  upon  payment  of  her  fair  proportion  of  the  debt 
according  to  her  dower  interest?  The  bill  and  answer  show  that  the 
defendant  setoff  to  the  plaintiff  an  interest  in  the  premises  less  than 
one  third  part.  But  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  she  was  entitled,  upon 
making  her  proper  contribution,  to  a  greater  share  or  interest.  Upon 
payment  of  her  proper  share  of  the  debt  she  was  entitled  to  be  let  in 
upon  her  dower  in  the  same  manner  in  which  she  would  have  been 
entitled  if  she  had  never  encumbered  the  estate  by  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage. 

If  we  look  at  the  exact  relation  of  the  several  parties  to  the  estate, 
we  think  the  rights  of  each  will  be  apparent.  The  defendant,  in  the 
fir-t  place,  purchased  the  Farley  mortgage,  and  it  was  assigned  to  him 
upon  his  paying  the  amount  of  it.  lie  subsequently  purchased  the 
right  which  Aaron  Woods  bad  at  his  death  t<>  redeem  the  premises. 
After  the  purchase  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  as  we  conceive,  be 

stood  in  the   same    position,  and    had    the    same    rights  which    he  would 

have  bad  if  lie  had  fir-t  purchased  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  after- 
wards had  paid  the  amount  of  the    mortgage,  or   had   taken    an    B 
ment    of  it.      In    either    case    he    would    be    in    equity    and    in    law    the 

purchaser  and  owner  of  the  mortgage  by  way  of  redemption.  The 
plaintiff  also  has  the  same  rights  in  the  estate  that  she  would  bave  ha. I 
if  the  purchase  of  the  equity  had  been  made  by  the  defendant,  in  the 
first  instance,  and  the  mortgage  afterwards.    She  baa  an  inter 

tate  mortgaged,  she  having  executed  a  an  deed  only,  and 

not  an  absolute  <h^-<\  in  the  mortgagee. 

Having   an   interest    in    Hi'-    premises,  she    has,  like   all    other   p 

thus  situate,!,  a  right  i"  redeem.    That  is  n  universal  principle. 

What     IS    die    t'.    do    to    entitle    he!  de.   III.    OI'    lloW  I     I    aVSll 

herself  of  her  righl  to  redeem? 

The  defendant,  when  he   purchased,  and  |0  long  as  he  held  the  moit- 
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gage  interest  only,  of  Farley,  was  entitled  to  receive  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
oi  any  one  holding  the  equity  of  redemption,  the  entire  sum  secured 
by  the  mortgage.  There  was  do  principle  of  law  or  equity  that  could 
conflict  with  that  right  Dpon  no  ground  could  the  plaintiff,  or  any 
other  one  holding  the  equity  of  redemption,  redeem,  short  of  a  pay- 
ment of  the  entire  sum  secured  by  the  mortgage.  Cass  v.  Martin ; 
Robinson  et  al.  v.  Leavitt,  and  Bossiter  v.  Cos&it,  before  cited. 

But  when  the  defendant  purchased  the  equity,  she  became  entitled, 
as  against  him,  to  be  endowed  of  one  third  part  of  the  premises,  upon 
contributing  her  just  proportion  of  the  mortgage  debt,  according  to  the 
value  of  her  interest. 

We  think  it  would  be  idle  to  hold  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
receive  the  whole  amount  of  the  mortgage  before  the  complainant  could 
be  let  in  upon  her  dower  estate ;  for  if  she  should  so  pay  the  amount 
of  the  mortgage,  she  would  clearly  be  entitled  to  the  whole  premises, 
until  contribution  should  be  made  to  her  by  the  defendant.  Swaine  v. 
Pt  rine,  5  Johns.  Ch.  Rep.  482  ;  Call  v.  Butmari,  7  Greenl.  102  ;  Rob- 
inson v.  Leavitt,  nbi  supra,  and  cases  there  cited.  The  estate  of  each 
in  the  land  was  liable  for  the  whole  mortgage  debt.  He  could  avail 
himself  of  the  equity  of  redemption  purchased  by  him  at  the  admin- 
istrator's sale  in  no  other  way  than  by  contributing  his  fair  proportion 
of  the  mortgage  debt.     Taylor  v.  Bassett,  3  N.  H.  Rep.  294. 

Why,  then,  should  she  be  driven  to  the  idle  ceremony  of  paying  the 
whole  mortgage,  thereby  giving  the  defendant  the  right  to  regain  his 
interest  in  the  premises  by  refunding  to  her  his  share?  Such  a  course, 
we  think,  is  not  required,  nor  is  it  in  accordance  with  well  considered 
decisions  in  like  cases. 

Perhaps  another  view  of  the  case  may  be  taken,  leading  to  the  same 
result.  The  purchase  of  the  interest  of  Aaron  Woods  in  the  estate, 
that  is,  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  may  well  be  considered  as  an  ex- 
tinguishment of  so  much  of  the  mortgage  debt  as  shall  bear  the  same 
proportion  to  the  whole  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage,  as  the  value  of 
that  interest  in  the  premises  bears  to  the  whole  interest  of  both  the 
mortgagors  —  or  the  whole  estate.  Certainly  that  is  an  equitable  view. 
It  is  the  duty  of  a  purchaser  of  an  equity  to  redeem  from  the  mort- 
gage. If  he  holds  the  mortgage  it  should  be  considered  as  extin- 
guished to  that  extent.  To  entitle  herself,  then,  to  be  endowed,  the 
complainant  must  pay  the  balance  to  the  defendant,  or  offer  to  do  it. 
This  she  did  offer  to  do.  And  so  upon  paying  the  same  into  court 
after  its  amount  shall  be  ascertained  by  an  auditor  or  master  appointed 
for  the  purpose,  she  will  be  entitled  to  have  her  dower  set  off  to  her  in 

the  premises. 

Let  a  decree  be  entered  accordingly} 

i  Contra,  McCabe  v.  Bellows,  7  Gray,  148  (185G). 
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McCABE    ».   swap. 

McCABE  v.   BELLOWS. 

Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts.    1867. 

[Reported  14  Allen,  1SS.] 

TnE  first  of  these  cases  was  a  writ  of  dower,  to  which  the  tenant 
pleaded  that  the  demandant  had  released  and  conveyed  away  her 
dower,  and  that  there  was  an  outstanding  mortgage  upon  the  de- 
manded premises  which  the  demandant  must  redeem  before  dower 
could  be  decreed. 

At  the  trial,  before  Bigelow,  C.  J.,  the  title  appeared  to  be  as 
follows  :  — 

1.  A  mortgage  of  the  premises  by  Michael  McCabe,  the  demand- 
ant's husband,  to  Stephen  S.  Seavy,  dated  September  16,  1846,  to 
secure  a  promissory  note.  The  demandant  joined  in  this  mortg 
to  release  dower.  2.  Deed  of  quitclaim  from  Michael  McCabe  to 
Samuel  M.  Bellows,  dated  June  27,  1851,  containing  the  following 
provisions:  "Said  premises  are  subject  to  a  mortgage  given  bj 
McCabe  to  Stephen  S.  Seavy,  bearing  date  September  15th,  1846,  on 
which  there  is  now  due  about  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  thirty 
dollars,  which  mortgage  said  Bellows  assumes  and  agrees  to  pay  as  a 
part  of  the  consideration  of  this  deed  ;  and  said  Bellows  agrees  to  pay 
the  amount  now  due  on  said  mortgage,  and  save  said  McCabe  harm- 
less by  reason  of  the  same."  The  demandant  did  not  sign  this  deed. 
3.  Deed  of  quitclaim  from  said  Bellows  to  Isabella  Swap,  the  tenant, 
dated  October  4th,  1851.  4.  Assignment  of  the  above-named  mort- 
gage by  said  Seavy  to  said  Bellows,  dated  October  Llth,  1851. 

The  demandant  contended  that  the  mortgage  was  extinguished;  and. 
to  meet  this  claim,  the  tenant  offered  certain  testimony,  which  is  suffi- 
ciently stated  in  the  opinion,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  inten- 
tion of  Bellows  and  Mi.had  McCabe  was  to  keep  the  mortgage  alive. 
The  evidence  was  admitted  oU   bene. 

The  second  cause  was  a  bill  in  equity  to  redeem  the  same  premises 
from  the  mortgage,  and  is  the  Bame  cause  in  which,  at  former  stages 
thereof,  decisions  of  this  court  are  reported  in  7  Gray,  1 18,  and  l  Allen, 

These  causes  were  reserved  for  the  determination  of  the  whole  court, 

with  the  agreemenl  that  if  the  demandant  si id  i.e  found  entitled  i<» 

•  rin  her  writ  of  dower,  Judgmenl  should  he  enter,. I  therefor,  and 
for  damages  to  he  determined  by  an  i  and  the  hill  in  • 

should  be  dismissed;  otherwise,  judgment  for  the  tenant  in  the  writ 

of   dower,    and    such    decree    in    the    lull    in    equltj  might 

require. 
]>.  s.  Richardson  and  Q.  Stevens,  for  the  demandant 
W.  /'.  Webster,  for  the  tenant. 

Vol..    VI.  —    It 
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Wells,  .t.  The  tenant  resists  the  claim  of  dower  by  setting  up  a 
mortgage  in  which  the  demandant  released  dower,  and  which  was 
jned  to  Bellows  a  few  days  after  his  deed  to  the  tenant. 

Assuming  that  the  tenant,  under  ber  dwd  of  quitclaim  and  release 
from  Bellows,  is  entitled  to  avail  herself  of  all  bis  rights,  although  after 
acquired,  the  questions  arise,  1st,  "Whether  the  writ  of  dower  is  barred 
by  this  mortgage  title  ;  if  not,  then  2dly,  Whether  the  demandant  is  to 
have  dower  in  the  equity  only,  or  in  the  whole  estate. 

The  decisions  since  the  adoption,  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  of  the 
provisions  contained  in  the  General  Statutes,  c.  90,  §  2,  establish  these 
propositions :  — 

Fir.<(.  When  a  purchaser  pays  off  a  mortgage,  to  which  the  right  of 
dower  would  be  subject,  merely  to  clear  the  estate  of  the  encumbrance, 
and  not  by  virtue  of  any  obligation  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt,  and  takes 
an  assignment,  or  a  conveyance  of  his  interests  from  the  mortgagee,  he 
may  stand  on  the  mortgage  title,  if  he  please,  and  then  no  dower  can 
be  assigned  without  payment  of  the  whole  mortgage  debt  bjT  the  de- 
mandant. Strong  v.  Converse,  8  Allen,  557.  McCabe  v.  Bellows, 
7  Gray,  148. 

Second.  If,  in  such  case,  the  mortgage  be  discharged,  then  he  will  be 
held  to  have  redeemed,  and  the  widow  will  take  her  dower  in  the  equity, 
or  by  contribution,  as  she  may  elect,  under  Gen.  Sts.  c.  90,  §  2.  Newton 
v.  Cook,  4  Gra}',  46. 

Third.  But  if  the  mortgage  debt  be  paid  by  the  debtor,  or  from  his 
property,  or  in  his  behalf,  then  the  payment  will  be  treated  as  a  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  the  mortgage,  and  the  widow  will  be  remitted 
to  her  full  right  of  dower.      Wedge  v.  Moore,  6  Cush.  8. 

Fourth.  The  payment  will  be  held  to  be  made  in  behalf  of  the 
debtor,  when  there  is  an  obligation  imposed  by  the  grantor  upon  the 
purchaser  to  assume  and  pay  the  debt  as  his  own  ;  or  when  the  grantor 
furnishes  the  means  for  the  payment;  as  where,  by  the  terms  of  the 
conveyance,  the  entire  estate  is  sold,  and  the  seller  leaves  a  sufficient 
part  of  the  purchase-money  in  the  hands  of  the  grantee  for  the.  pur- 
pose. Brown  v.  Lapham,  3  Cush.  551.  In  such  cases,  if  the  pur- 
chaser take  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  himself,  he  will  not  be 
allowed  to  set  it  up,  but  the  legal  title  thus  acquired  will  be  held  to 
merge  in  the  equity.  Bolton  v.  Ballard,  13  Mass.  227.  Snow  v. 
Stevens,  15  Mass.  278. 

It  is  said  that  "  mergers  are  odious  in  equity."  Gibson  v.  Crehore, 
3  Pick.  475-482.  It  is  undoubtedly  so  whenever  injustice  will  be 
worked  thereby.  But  when  a  party,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  a 
meritorious  right  in  another,  sets  up,  as  a  subsisting  title,  a  mortgage 
which  it  was  his  duty  to  pay,  equity  is  equally  ready  to  manifest  its 
aversion  to  such  an  attempt ;  and  we  think  that  both  law  and  equity 
coincide  in  declaring  against  it.  This  we  understand  to  be  the  real 
doctrine  of  the  proposition  in  Gibson  v.  Crehore,  which  has  since  been 
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repeatedly  quoted  and  approved,  viz.,  that  an  assignment  -•  shall  or 
shall  not  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  mortgage,  according  as 
the  interest  of  the  party  taking  this  assignment  may  be,  and  according 
to  the  real  intent  of  the  parties."  It  "  does  Dot  so  much  depend  upon 
the  form  of  words  used,  as  upon  the  relations  subsisting  between  the 
parties."  Brown  v.  Lapham,  3  Cush.  554.  Accordingly  an  as 
ment  in  form  is  held  to  be  an  extinguishment,  when  the  justice  of  the 
case  requires  it.      Wade  v.  Howard,  6  Pick.  192. 

In  this  case,  the  deed  from  McCabe  to  Bellows  expressly  stipulates 
that  Bellows  "  assumes  and  agrees  to  pay  "  the  mortgage  "  as  a  part 
of  the  consideration  of  this  deed  ;  and  said  Bellows  agrees  to  pay  the 
amount  now  due  on  said  mortgage,  and  save  said  McCabe  harmless  by 
reason  of  the  same."  The  acceptance  of  this  deed  made  the  amount 
due  on  the  mortgage  the  debt  of  Bellows,  which  McCabe  and  his  repre- 
sentatives could  have  compelled  him  to  pay.  Pike  v.  Brown,  7  Cush, 
133.  Braman  v.  Bowse,  12  Cush.  227.  Bellows,  by  paying  the  mort- 
gage debt  according  to  his  obligation,  could  have  no  interest  nor  intent, 
which  the  law  would  favor  or  recognize,  to  set  it  up  against  his  grantor 
or  any  one  standing  upon  his  right. 

The  testimon}'  of  Hildreth,  admitted  <!•  bene,  shows  an  agree- 
ment between  himself  and  Bellows,  by  which  he  was  to  advance  the 
money  to  enable  Bellows  to  procure  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to 
Hildreth,  "  to  cut  off  this  claim  of  dower."  So  far  as  this  testimony 
was  offered  to  prove  an  intent  to  preserve  the  mortgage  title  outstand- 
ing against  the  demandant,  it  is  incompetent,  because,  as  already  shown, 
the  law  will  not  permit  Bellows  to  carry  such  an  intent  into  effect  It 
cannot  be  allowed  to  contradict  the  writing,  which  shows  an  assignment 
to  Bellows.  And  although  it  might  establish  a  trust  in  Bellows,  if  be 
could  hold  the  assignment  as  a  valid  title,  it  cannot  do  bo  against  the 
countervailing  equities,  which  require  that  it  should  be  extinguished 

The  testimony  of  Bellows  is  in  some  respects  contradictory  to  that  of 
Hildreth,  in  relation  to  the  transaction  of  the  purchase  of  the  mori 
from  Seavy;  it  is  contradictory  to  hi>  <\rc>\  from  McCabe  in  respect  to 
the  mortgage  debt  forming  part  of  the  consideration  given  for  the  land; 
and  contradictory,  one  part  with  another,  in  itself;  so  thai  it  is  difficult 
to  say  what,  it  does  tend  to  prove.  But  it  does  not  seem  to  raise  any 
questions  other  than  those  already  disposed  of.     li  does  tend  to  show, 

however,   apparently,   that   in    his   purchase    from    McCabe,   the   enciim- 
1. ranee  of  the  right  of  dower  was   allowed   for  in  the  consideration;    so 

that  it  strengthens  the  equity  of  the  conclusion  to  which  we  arrive, 
which  is,  that  the  demandant  Is  entitled  to  recover  bet  full  dower  in 

the    premises.        The    c.i-e    fflUSl     ftCCOrdingl)'    he    sent     to    ail    B 

ascertain  and  report  the  amount  to  which  she  is  entitled  as  dan 
for  the  detention  thereof 

\    a   result  of  this  conclusion  tin-  suit   in  equity,  argued  with  this, 

V   Calk     v.     /;/'./.,     must     he   dish;  |    the    plamli:!    has     her 

remedy   at   law. 
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CREECY  v.   PEARCE. 

Supreme  Court  of  NoRTn  Carolina.     1873. 

{Reported  69  X  ('.  07.] 

This  was  a  petition  for  dower,  first  heard  before  the  clerk  of  the 
Superior  Court  of  Chowan  County,  and  afterwards  before  his  Honor, 
Albertson,  J. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  shortly  these  :  Augustus  R.  Creccy  died 
in  the  county  of  Chowan  in  November,  1872,  leaving  the  petitioner, 
his  widow,  and  several  children,  who  are  defendants.  In  his  lifetime 
he  owned  a  tract  of  land,  which  he  mortgaged  to  one  John  Roberts, 
for  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  which  remained  unpaid  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  defendant,  Pearce,  administered  on  his  estate  and  found  it 
to  be  insolvent. 

In  her  petition,  the  widow  prayed  to  have  the  third  part  of  the  land 
exonerated,  by  having  the  mortgage  debt  paid  out  of  the  personal 
estate,  and  that  part  of  the  land  not  assigned  to  her  for  dower.  The 
defendant,  Hathaway,  as  a  creditor,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other 
creditors,  was  made  a  party  defendant  and  opposed  the  petition.  The 
clerk  of  the  Superior  Court  gave  judgment  in  favor  of  the  petitioner, 
which  was  approved  by  the  judge,  and  the  defendant,  Hathaway,  prayed 
and  obtained  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

No  counsel  appeared  in  this  court  for  the  defendants. 
Smith  and  Strong,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Pearson,  C.  J.  A  widow  as  against  the  legatees  or  distributees  has 
an  equity  for  exoneration,  that  is,  to  have  a  debt  of  her  husband,  which 
is  a  charge  upon  the  land,  paid  out  of  the  personal  estate,  it  being  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts.  So  a  widow  as  against  the 
devisees  or  heirs  has  an  equity  for  exoneration.  Carson  v.  Coicper, 
63  N.  C.  Rep.  386  ;  Smith  v.  Gilmer,  64  N.  C.  Rep.  546. 

In  this  case,  the  question  is  in  regard  to  the  right  of  the  widow  as 
against  creditors  of  her  husband.  But  for  the  mortgage  on  the  land 
to  secure  the  debt  due  to  Roberts,  the  right  of  dower  has  priority  over 
creditors  in  respect  to  the  real  estate.  Suppose  the  widow  relieves  the 
land  from  this  encumbrance,  and  takes  an  assignment  of  the  Roberts 
debt,  she  then  stands  in  his  shoes,  and  has  a  right  to  have  the  land 
sold,  and  proceeds  of  sale  applied  for  the  exoneration  of  her  right  to 
dower.     This  is  clear,  and  there  is  no  difficulty  in  respect  to  the  land. 

When  the  widow,  standing  in  her  own  shoes,  or  in  the  shoes  of  the 
creditor  Roberts,  insists  that  for  her  exoneration,  the  other  creditors 
must  give  way,  and  let  the  debt  of  Roberts  be  first  paid  out  of  the  per- 
sonal estate,  upon  which  neither  she  nor  Roberts  has  any  lien  or 
priority,  this  court  is  unable  to  see  any  ground  on  which  the  claim  can 
be  supported.     True,  the  personal  estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  the 


SECT.  V.]  CAMPBELL  V.    CAMPBELL.  693 

payment  of  debts,  but  the  defendant.  Hathaway,  and  other  creditors 
have  the  same  right  as  against  the  personal  est 

the  widow  can  take  nothing  by  standing  in  his  shoes,  for  his  priority  by 
force  of  the  mortgage  is  only  in  respect  to  the  land. 

Dower  is  not  subject  to  the  debts  of  the   husband,   except  debts 
charged  on  the  land,  bat  on  what  principle  is  it,  that  a  debt,  1  • 
charged  upon  the  land,  is  also  to  haw  priority  in   respect   b 
sonal  estate?     We  can  see  none,  and  the  able  counsel  of  the  plaintiff 
did  not  suggest  any  that  needs  further  comment. 

The  judgment  in  the  court  below  will  be  modified  so  as  to  direct  a 
sale  of  the  two-thirds  of  the  land  not  embraced  by  the  dower,  and  the 
reversion  in  the  other  third,  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  be  applied  to  the 
Roberts  debt,  and  the  residue  of  the  Roberts  debt  to  be  paid  ratably 
out  of  the  personal  estate  in  the  course  of  administration,  and  it'  there 
be  still  any  part  of  the  Roberts  debt  unsatisfied,  it  will  be  a  chai 
the  dower  land. 

We  considered  the  question  whether  in  the  distribution  of  the  |  .  r- 
sonal  estate,  the  Roberts  debt  ought  to  be  taken  /'/•"  rata  on  the  "hole 
debt,  or  on  the  debt,  minus  the  amount  that  may  be  realized  cut  <>!"  the 
mortcraLre.  We  an-  satisfied  the  latin-  is  the  true  principle,  for  if  the 
whole  debt  draws  a  dividend,  the  other  creditors  would  have  a  righl  of 
sabrogatioo  so  as  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  collateral  security,  So  the 
result  would  be  the  same  ;  and  we  adopt  the  analogy  in  bankrupt 
where  a  creditor  having  collateral  security  is  only  allowed  to  prove  the 
balance  after  exhausting  the  collateral  security. 

The  decision  will  be  modified  accordingly,  and  the  costs  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund  realized  by  a  sale  of  the  real  estate. 

This  will  be  certified. 

Tii;  Curiam.  Judgment  accordingly. 


CAMPBELL   o.   CAMPBELL. 
Codbt  oi   Chancer!  ••!    Xi.w  Jersey.     i  - . 
[Reported  80  .v.  •/.  i:h  n;..] 

Ibii.  for  dower.    <  ta  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  pn 

i/    T8.  Collins  and  Corbin,  for  complainant, 

M  .  Win.  .1.  Lewis,  for  defendants. 

The  (  ii  w  i  i.i.ou.  [  Hon.  'I'm  odorr  Ri  ntoh.  ]  Neil  Campbell  died 
in  1877,  Intestate,  leaving  a  widow,  but  no  children  Hi-,  beirs~at4aw 
are  his  brothers  and  a  Bister.  His  widow  files  her  bill  for  discovery, 
and  to  ascertain  and  establish  her  rights  as  to  dower,  and  for  the 
assignment  of  her  dower  accordingly,  in  certain   real  i  this 

State,  of  which  he  dli  d  n  ised,  or  in  which  h«'  had  an  h 
number  of  years  prior  to  in-  death  h<  In  business,  la  part- 
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nership  with  Richard  C.  Washburn,  under  the  firm  name  of  Washburn 
&  Campbell  The  business  of  the  Arm  is  not  yet  completely  settled, 
Mr.  Campbell  was,  .-it  his  death,  the  owner  of  real  estate  which  was  his 
individual  property*  and  he  was  interested,  as  a  partner,  in  real  estate 
which  belonged  to  the  firm  of  Washburn  &  Campbell.  Of  the  real 
estate  owned  by  him  individually,  some  was  free  from  mortgage,  some 
was  sui >ieet  to  mortgage  which  had  been  put  upon  it  by  him,  and  the 
rest  was  subject  to  mortgage  which  was  upon  it  when  he  bought  it,  and 
subject  to  which  it  was  conveyed  to  him,  the  amount  of  the  mortgage 
being  allowed  to  him  as  so  much  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  property, 
and  he  having  expressly,  as  between  him  and  his  grantor,  assumed  the 
payment  thereof. 

It  is.  of  course,  unnecessary  to  speak  of  the  real  estate  owned  by 
him  individually  which  was  not  subject  to  any  encumbrance.  It  is 
almost  equally  so  with  regard  to  that  part  of  such  real  estate  which  is 
subject  to  mortgage  put  thereon  by  him.  His  personal  estate  is  bound 
to  exonerate  that  land  from  the  burden  of  the  mortgage.  Keene  v. 
Jliom.  1  C.  E.  Gr.  398  ;  McLenahan  v.  McLenahan,  3  C.  E.  Gr.  101. 

As  to  that  which  was  purchased  by  him  subject  to  mortgage,  the 
amount  of  which  was  allowed  to  him  as  so  much  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  the  payment  whereof  he  assumed,  his  personal  estate  is 
not  bound  to  exoneration.  In  such  case,  to  make  his  personal  estate 
primarily  liable,  there  must  be  clear  evidence  of  an  intention  to  make 
the  mortgage  debt  his  own.  The  weight  of  authority,  both  in  this 
country  and  in  England,  is,  that  the  personal  estate  is  not  primarily 
liable,  unless  the  grantee  has  not  merely  made  himself  answerable  for 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage,  but  has  made  the  debt  directly  and  abso- 
lutely his  own,  or  has  in  some  other  way  manifested  an  intention  to 
throw  the  burden  on  the  personalty.  But  the  point  under  considera- 
tion was  directly  passed  upon  and  decided  in  McLenahan  v.  McLena- 
han, "■'"'  sup.  There  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  had  been  allowed  to 
the  intestate  as  so  much  of  the  purchase-money.  See,  also,  Croicell  v. 
Hospital  of  Saint  Barnabas,  12  C.  E.  Gr.  650,  and  King\.  Whiteley, 
1  Hoffm.  Ch.  477. 

The  real  estate  of  a  partnership,  purchased  with  partnership  funds, 
or  for  the  use  of  the  firm,  is  subjected  to  the  doctrine  of  equitable  con- 
version, so  far  as  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the  partnership,  but 
otherwise  it  retains  its  legal  character  and  incidents.  It  is,  in  equity, 
chargeable  with  the  debts  of  the  copartnership;  and  any  balance  which 
may  be  due  from  one  copartner  to  another,  on  the  winding  up  of  the 
affairs  of  the  firm,  and  as  between  the  heirs-at-law  and  the  personal 
representatives  of  a  deceased  partner,  his  share  of  the  surplus  of  that 
real  estate  remaining,  after  paying  the  debts  and  adjusting  all  the 
equitable  claims  of  the  different  members  of  the  firm  as  between  them- 
selves, is  to  be  considered  and  treated  as  real  estate.  The  widow 
of  such  deceased  partner  will  be  entitled  to  dower  in  his  share  of  any 
real  estate  of  the  firm  not  required  for  the  payment  of  such  debts  and 
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the  adjusting  of  such  equitable  claim-?.      Uhler  v.  Semple,  5  <     1 
228;  Buchan  v.  Sumner,  2  Barb.  Ch.  165;   > 
Mass.  107;  1  Washb.  on  R.  P.  (4th  cd.)  669;  1  Scribner  on  D 
536;  Foster's  Appeal,  74  Pa.  St.  391.1 


SECTION    VI. 

ELECTION. 

BIRMINGHAM   v.    KIRWAN. 
Chancery  in*  Ireland,     i  : 

[Rep  tied  -J  Sch.  <(■  L.  Ill  ] 

Nicholas  Birmingham,  being  seised  of  real  estates  in  fee  simple,  ami 
—i-il  of  considerable  personal  estate,  <>ii  the  25th  da\  of  October, 
17.'.;.  made  his  last  will,  whereby  he  devised  his  personal  property  to 
trustees,  upon  trust  out  of  the  rents  ami  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage 
thereof,  to  pay  all  such  just  debts  of  every  kind,  as  he  Bhould  happen 
to  owe  upon  his  decease:  and  next,  to  raise  a  sum  of  i  1000  :  of  which 
sum  he  directed  that  £200  should  be  paid  to  his  wife,  Elizabeth  Birming- 
ham, and  the  remainder  in  various  proportions  to  his  Bisters,  ami  other 
persons.  "  \ud  as  to  my  demesne,  containing  about  170  acn 
thereabouts,  together  with  my  house,  offices,  and  gardens," the  t. 
devised  the  same  u on  further  trust  to  permit  ami  suffer  my  beloved 
wife  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  during  her  natural  life,  she  paying 
yearly  every  year  during  her  life  13*.  for  ever}  acre  contained  in  my 
said  demesne,  exclusive  ol  bog;  to  keep  the  said  bouse,  -.  and 

garden  in  perfeel  repair;  and  not  to  set  to  any  person,  save  such  j 
as  shall  be  in  possession  of  the  remainder."     And  a-  to  all  tin-  i> 
of  tin'  Baid  lands,  subject  t<>  the  payment  of  ins  debts  and  l< 
aforesaid,  the  same  were  devised  to  the  use  of  John  Birmingham  for 
life,  remainder  to  bis  son  Nicholas  Birmingham,  hi-  heirs  an. I  a 
And  as  to  all  hi-  personal  estate  (save  hie  stock  of  cattle,  hou 
furniture,  and  plate  which  be  had  previously  bequeathed  to 
the  testator  bequeathed  thesame  toll  '  be  i>\  them  b| 

bo  far  a-  the  same  would  reach,  in  •■■■  n  of  in-  real  i 

applying  the  -am.-  to  the  payment,  flrsl  of  del 

The  testator  died  on  the  26tli 
afterwards  intermarried  with   Richard    Bi 
1796   by  James  and  John  Birmii  ' 

and  againsl  Kirwan  and  other  elegit  en 
,,r  pari  of  the  i  -'   •     di      ed:  and  on  the  9th  of  I 
made,  whereby  il 

i  Sit  it 
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things,  to  take  an  account  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  Nicholas 
Birmingham,  the  testator,  into  whose  hands  the  same  came,  and  how 

disposed  of;  and  also  an  account  of  his  debts,  legacies,  and  funeral 
expenses. 

Thereupon  the  master,  on  the  22d  day  of  July,  1803,  reported,  that 
the  testator  died  seised  of  a  fee  simple  estate  of  the  clear  yearly  value 
,>t"  6800:  and  that  upon  his  death,  his  house  and  demesne,  containing 
1  :."■  acres,  came  into  the  hands  of  Elizabeth  Birmingham,  by  virtue  of 
said  devise,  at  the  rent  of  13s.  during  her  life  :  and  that  the  remainder 
of  the  lands  had  gone  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant  Kirwan,  and  other 
• '  git  creditors.  He  further  reported,  that  upon  the  23d  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1797,  one-third  part  of  said  lands  came  into  the  hands  of  said 
Elizabeth,  now  the  wife  of  Richard  Burke,  Esq.,  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
dower  ;  that  the  said  Richard  and  Elizabeth  then  remained  in  possession 
thereof,  and  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof :  and  that  the 
remaining  two-thirds  of  said  lands  came  into  the  hands  of  Nicholas 
Birmingham,  the  plaintiff,  on  or  about  the  13th  clay  of  December, 
1799.  And  the  master  further  reported  a  sum  of  £4545  as  due  for 
principal  and  interest  on  the  footing  of  the  several  legacies  in  said  will 
mentioned. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  exceptions  and  merits. 
The  third  exception  was,  that  the  master  had  charged  interest  on  the 
several  legacies  bequeathed  by  the  said  N.  Birmingham,  although  by 
the  decree  he  was  not  warranted  so  to  do :  but  the  principal  point  that 
was  argued  was,  whether  the  widow  of  the  testator  was  entitled  both 
to  dower,  and  also  to  the  provision  made  for  her  lry  the  will. 

J//-.  Saurin  and  Mr.  Daniel,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Solicitor- General,  Mr.  Kirwan,  and  Mr.  Conmee,  for  the 
defendant. 

Lord  Chancellor  [Lord  Redesdale]  (after  going  through  the  ex- 
ceptions, and  observing  on  the  third  exception,  that  the  practice  here 
had  always  been  for  the  master  to  compute  interest  on  legacies,  though 
the  decree  (contrary  to  the  usual  form  in  FOngland)  had  not  contained 
an  express  direction  for  the  purpose :  and  therefore  that  the  direction 
to  take  an  account  of  the  legacies  must  be  understood  in  this  country 
to  include  an  account  of  interest)  proceeded:  — 

In  the  discussion  of  this  case  it  occurred  as  a  matter  of  doubt,  how 
far  the  will  imposed  a  condition  on  Mrs.  Burke  with  respect  to  her 
dower ;  whether  she  could  claim  under  the  will,  and  have  her  dower 
also.  This  question  has  been  fully  argued ;  all  the  cases  which  have 
occurred  on  the  subject  have  been  looked  into  with  accurac}'  and  atten- 
tion ;  and  the  result  of  the  consideration  which  I  have  given  to  the  cases 
decided  at  law  and  in  equity,  is,  that  I  conceive  Mrs.  Burke  is  not  pre- 
cluded of  any  demand  of  dower,  except  with  respect  to  the  demesne 
and  house  and  garden,  which  is  given  to  her  with  a  certain  degree  of 
benefit,  that  is,  at  a  rent  which  I  presume  to  be  considerably  below  the 
actual  value.     The  will  gives  all    the   estates  to  trustees  on   certain 
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trusts,  the  objects  of  which  are,  first  to  pay  debts,  and  then  legacies  ; 
applying  first  the  general  personal  estate,  whatever  it  might  be.  Not- 
withstanding  that  direction,  and  though  it  applies  generally  to  every 

part  of  the  testator's  real  property,   the  subsequent  part  of  the  will 
demonstrates  that  be  did  not  mean  that  his  house  ami  demesne  should 
be  sold  or  mortgaged  ;  for  then  his  intention  as  to  his  wife  could  not 
take  place  ;  and  therefore,  unless  absolutely  necessary  for  the  purj 
discharging  the  debts  of  the  testator,  it  is  clear  that  the  house  and  de 
could  not  be  sold  during  her  life.     Certainly  they  could   not  be  Bold   to 
discharge  the  legacies  ;  for  that  would  defeat  the  intention  of  t! 
•tator  in  favor  of  his  wife,  and  that  intention  appear-  as  strong  as  his 
intention  in  favor  of  the  legatees  :  and  in  the  part  <»!'  the  will  containing 
the  devise  to  the  wife,  and  to  Mr.   Birmingham,  who  now  claims  the 
fee,  the  testator  appears  clearly,  by  sufficient  words,  to  have  excluded 
his  house  and  demesne  from  the  immediate  general  disposition,  except 
the  rent  to  be  reserved  in  the  lease  to  his  wife.     If  a  sale  had  been 
necessary  even  for  payment  of  debts,  thai  sale  must   have  been  subject 
to  the  lease  to  the  wife,  if  sufficient  could  have  beeii  so  produced  ; 
the  debts.     The  will,  having  given   such   direction  with    respect  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  house  and  demesne  by  the  wife,  devises  the  real  of  the 
property  to  John  Birmingham  for  life,  remainder  to  Nicholas  Birming- 
ham, his  son,  in  fee,  expressly  subjeel  to  the  payment  of  the  debl 

es  aforesaid.    This  is  a  clear  demonstration  of  the  intent  of  the 
testator  that   the    property   so   devised  was    the    property  which  he    in- 
tended should  be  specially  subject  to  bis  debts  and  legacies:  it   i- 
besides,  from  a  general  view  of  the  will,  that    he   meant    to  exempt    the 
and    demesne,  and    that   he   had  no  idea  that    his   other   property 

would  not  he  sufficient.  1  think  therefore  on  the  whole  of  the  case,  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  was  to  charge  his  debts  and  legacies  on  the 
rest  of  his  property,  exclusive  of  the  house  and  demesne,  so  far  as  they 
were  intended  as  a  benefit  t<>  his  wife,  that  is.  subject  to  the  lease  in  her 
favor:  he  meant  that  she  Bhould  enjoy  them  during  her  life,  paying  a 
rent;  after  her  death,  that  they  Bhould  go  with  the  rest  of  the  property, 
as  the  rent  would  go  during  her  life.     Thi-  is  not  expressed  in  dear 

terms;  but  it  is  to  he  collected  from  the  whole  will,  as  the  clear  inten- 
tion of  the  testator. 

Then  the  question  arises,  whether  Mrs.  Burke  can  claim  her  dower 

out  of  the  whole,  and  at  the  same  time  take  this    henclit    under  the  will. 

I  d  on  one  Bide,  that  the  disposition  made  bj  the  will  demon- 

-  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  give  her  this  benefit,  in  lieu  and 
satisfaction  of  dower ;  and  on  the  other,  it  is  contended  that  wh 
color  former  de  bject  may  have  given  to  tin 

tion  of  the  will,  the  latter  decisions  have  run  a  differ  nt  i  that 

a  willow  w  lie  deemed  excluded  from  her  claim  of  dower,  n 

by  a  bequest  to  her  of  part  of  Ih.  if  which  she  was  dowal 

of  .an  interesl  ari  ling  out  of  the  i  I  imenl  wi  i  I 

on  that  subject;   for  the  extent  ol  I  to  be  tfa 
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be  deemed  in  bar  of  dower,  without  express  words;  and  that  the  widow 
ought  not.  in  any  case,  without  express  words  of  exclusion,  to  be  put 
to  her  election.     I  think  that  position  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  general  rule  is.  thai  a  person  cannot  accept  and  reject  the  same 
instrument:  and  this  is  the  foundation  of  the  law  of  election,  on  which 
courts  of  equity,  particularly,  have  grounded  a  variety  of  decisions,  in 
cases  both  of  deeds  and  of  wills  ;  though  principally  in  cases  of  wills  : 
because  deeds,  being  generally  matter  of  contract,  the  contract  is  not 
to  he  interpreted  otherwise  than  as  the  consideration  which  is  expressed 
requires :  and  voluntary  deeds  arc  generally  prepared  with  greater 
deliberation,  and  more  knowledge  of  pre-existing  circumstances,  than- 
wills,  which  are  often  prepared  with  less  care,  and  by  persons  unin- 
formed of  circumstances,  and  sometimes  ignorant  of  the  effect  even  of 
the  language  which  they  use.  In  wills,  therefore,  it  is  frcquentl}'  neces- 
sary to  consider  the  general  purport  of  the  disposition,  in  order  to 
extract  from  it  what  is  the  intention  of  the  testator.  The  rule  of  elec- 
tion, however,  I  take  to  be  applicable  to  every  species  of  instrument, 
whether  deed  or  will,  and  to  be  a  rule  of  law  as  well  as  of  equity ;  and 
the  principal  reason  why  courts  of  equity  are  more  frequently  called 
upon  to  consider  the  subject  (particularly  as  to  wills)  than  courts  of 
law.  I  apprehend  is,  that  at  law,  in  consequence  of  the  forms  of  pro- 
ceeding, the  part}-  cannot  be  put  to  elect :  for  in  order  to  enable  a  court 
of  law  to  apply  the  principle,  the  party  must  either  be  deemed  concluded, 
being  bound  by  the  nature  of  the  instrument,  or  must  have  acted  upon 
it  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  deemed  concluded  by  what  he  has  done  : 
that  is,  to  have  elected.  This  frequently  throws  the  jurisdiction  into 
equity,  which  can  compel  the  party  to  make  an  election,  and  not  leave 
it  uncertain  under  what  title  he  may  take.  Courts  of  equity  also  act 
with  respect  to  infants  in  a  manner  in  which  courts  of  law  cannot  act. 
The  modes  of  proceeding  also  in  courts  of  law  frequently  throw  these 
questions  into  courts  of  equity,  especially  where  there  may  be  a  legal 
right  to  sue  at  law  under  one  title,  wholly  independent  of  the  other, 
which  ma}'  be  a  title  merely  equitable. 

The  rule  of  election  seems  to  me  to  apply  to  every  species  of  right ; 
and  I  cannot  find  that  the  right  of  dower  is  more  protected  than  any 
other.  There  is  no  reason  why  it  should  :  on  the  contrary,  the  Legisla- 
ture has  demonstrated  its  feelings  on  the  subject,  b}-  the  Statute  which 
enables  the  barring  dower  by  provisions  before  marriage  :  and  this  con- 
struction has  been  extended  to  infants  marrying;  and  courts  of  equity 
have  extended  the  bar  to  contracts  made  on  behalf  of  infants  without 
actual  jointure,  as  in  Drury  v.  Drury.  But  I  apprehend  there  is  no 
difference  in  principle  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts.  The  question  has 
been  decided  in  courts  of  law  with  respect  to  dower,  wherever  the  form 
of  the  proceeding  admitted  of  such  decision.  In  3  Leon.  273,  where  a 
provision  in  bar  of  dower  was  made  for  the  wife  after  marriage,  and 
qnently  she  was  not  bound  to  accept  it;  it  was  held  that  if  the 
wife  agreed  to  such  a  provision,  by  entry  after  the  death  of  the  husband, 
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she  might  be  barred  in  a  writ  of  dower  by  plea  qv 
ant ;  that  is,  her  election  bound  her,  though  the  agreement  di< 
On  the  other  hand,  it  has  also  been  determined  in  a  court  of  law,  Cro   Eliz. 
128,  Gosling  v.  Warburton  and  another,  that  if  tin-  wife  brings  a  writ 
of  dower  and  recovers,  she  shall  be  barred  of  her  right  of  entry  for  a 
rent-charge  devised  in  lieu  of  dower,  because  it  was  against  the  intention 
of  the  will  she  should  have  both,  and  the  acceptance  of  one  is  a  waiv< 
the  other.  Acourtof  law  therefore  will  take  notice  of  a  provision  mad< 
a  wife;  and  if  made  in  bar  of  dower,  and  she  should  claim  it  after 
covery  in  a  writ  of  dower,  the  court  of  law  will  hold  her  barred  by  that 
proceeding  from  claiming  the  provision  made  in  bar  of  the  d 
recovered.     In  these  cases  the  acts  of  the  wife  had  declared  her  i 
tion;  and  having  declared  her  election,  and  proceeded  upon  it   in 
one  case  by  entry,  and  in  the  other  by  act  on  record,  she  was  deemed 
by  her  own  act  to  have  put  an  end.  in  the  first  case  t->  her  claim  of 
dower,  in  the  other  to  her  claim  of  the  rent- charge  given  in  bar  of 
dower.     However  it  is  obvious   that   in   a    variety    «»f  instances    the 
justice  of  such  a  case  cannot  he  reached   in  a  court  of  law.  and  the  in- 
terference of  a  court  of  canity  become-  therefore  necessarv. 

The  principle  then  that  the  wife  cannot  have  both  dower  and  what  is 
given  in  lieu  of  dower,  being  acknowledged  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity, 
the  only  question  in  such  cases  must  be,  whether  the  provision  all 
to  have  been  given  in  satisfaction  of  dower,  was  go  given,  or  not  :  if  the 
provision  results  from  contract,  the  question  will  he  simply,  whether 

that  was  pari  of  the  contrail  :  hut  if  the  provision  be  voluntan  .  a  pure 
gift,  the  intention  must  cither  be  expressed  in  the  form  of  the  gift,  or 
must  be  inferred  from  the  terms  of  it.  it  is  however  to  be  collected 
from  all  the  cases,  that  as  the  right  to  dowei-  is  iii  itself  a  clear  li 
right,  an  intent  to  exclude  that  right  by  voluntary  gift,  musi  he  demon- 
strated either  by  express  words,  or  by  clear  and  manifest  implication. 

If  there  be  anything  ambiguous  or  doubtful,  if  the  court  cannot  Baj  that 
it  was  charly  the  intention  to  exclude,  then  the  averment    ih.it  the 
was  made  in  lieu  of  dower  cannot   In-  supported;  and  to  male 
of  election,  thai  is  necessary,  for  ■  gifl  is  to  be  taken  as  pure,  until  a 
condition  appear.    This  i  take  to  be  the  ground  of  all  the  d< 
Hitchin  v.  Hitchin,  Prec  Chan.  183,  proceeds  clearly  on  tins  ground, 

and  all  the  (  :  |(,  have  followed  it  ;   and  the  onlj   qui    tioil  ::. 

in  all  the  .  whether  an  intention 

could  be  collect  d  from  the  terms  of  the  in  'i umi  at.    < 
description  can   he  us<  d  onlj  I 

deciding  what  may  he  deemed  sufticienl  manifestation  of  Intent! 
the  result  of  all  tl  of  implied  intention  Beemi  I  In- 

strument must  contain  some  provision,  inconsistent  with  i 
of  a  right  to  demand  a  third  of  the  land  u<\ 

bounds,  Ac.    Thai  is  the  ground  on  which  Lord  <  led  the 

case  of  ViUarealv.  Lord  Oal  ■>•;.   I 
repot  :<  d.  but  my  recollection  of  the  manm  i  In  which  it  has  alwaj 
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treated  is,  that  the  claim  of  the  annuity  was  considered  as  utterly  in- 
consistent with  the  claim  of  dower;  that  the  directions  in  the  will  with 
respect  to  the  management  of  the  whole  estate,  the  payment  of  the 
annuity,  and  the  accumulation  during  the  minority  of  the  child,  were 
inconsistent  with  the  setting  out  a  third  part  of  the  estate  by  metes  and 
bounds:  and  therefore  Lord  Camden  thought  the  implication  manifest, 
that  the  testator  did  intend  the  annuity  as  a  provision  in  bar  of  dower. 

Now,  in  the  present  case,  it  is  clear  that  the  assertion  of  a  right  of 
dower,  as  to  the  house  and  demesne,  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
dispositions  of  the  house  and  demesne,  contained  in  the  will ;  and 
therefore  Mrs.  Burke  cannot  have  both.  The  house  and  demesne  are 
devised,  with  the  rest  of  the  estate,  to  trustees  ;  that  devise,  taken 
simply,  might  be  subject  to  the  widow's  light  of  dower;  but  it  is 
coupled  with  a  direction,  that  she  shall  have  the  enjoyment  of  the  house 
and  demesne,  paying  a  rent  of  13s.  per  acre,  which  must  be  out  of  the 
whole.  Then  follow  directions  that  she  shall  keep  the  house  and  demesne 
in  repair,  that  she  shall  not  alien  except  to  the  persons  in  remainder; 
directions  which  apply  to  the  whole  of  the  house  and  demesne,  and 
could  not  be  considered  obligations  on  a  person  claiming  title  by  dower. 
It  was  clearly,  therefore,  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  wife  should 
enjoy  the  whole  of  the  house  and  demesne,  under  a  right  created  bj-  the 
will ;  and  not  part  of  it,  under  a  right  which  she  had  previously  had, 
and  part  under  the  will.  If  she  brought  a  writ  of  dower  against  the 
trustees,  as  devisees  in  respect  of  the  house  and  demesne,  and  was  to 
have  a  third  part  set  out  to  her,  they  could  not  execute  the  trust 
reposed  in  them,  of  permitting  her  to  enjoy  the  whole  under  the  will, 
one-third  being  recovered  from  them  ;  nor  could  they  reserve  an  acre- 
able  rent  on  the  whole,  and  of  the  rent  to  be  reserved  she  could  not 
have  dower:  so  that  she,  admitting  the  right  of  the  trustees  to  the 
whole  (which  she  must  do  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  demise  made 
to  her  under  the  will),  must  yet  dispute  their  title  as  to  one-third,  if  she 
claims  dower  of  the  house  and  demesne.  If  she  had  entered  on  the 
whole  of  the  house  and  demesne  under  a  lease  from  the  trustees, 
before  suing  her  writ  of  dower,  she  must  have  demanded  dower  against 
her  own  title,  and  avoided  the  lease  as  to  one-third.  As  to  the  house 
and  demesne,  therefore,  the  question  seems  clear. 

Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  implication  extends  to  the 
rest  of  the  estate  ?  I  cannot,  on  the  whole  of  the  case,  think  the  testa- 
tor has  sufficiently  manifested  an  intent  that  this  beneficial  interest  in 
the  house  and  demesne,  given  upon  a  reserved  rent,  and  under  certain 
conditions,  should  be  considered  as  a  bar  of  dower  out  of  the  rest  of  the 
estate :  the  will  may  be  perfectly  executed  as  to  all  other  purposes, 
without  injury  to  the  claim  of  dower,  with  respect  to  the  rent  of  the 
estate  ;  it  may  be  mortgaged  or  sold,  subject  to  that  claim.  Certainly 
it  would  not  sell  for  so  large  a  sum  of  money  as  if  the  claim  did  not 
exist ;  but  it  is  manifest  that  the  testator  had  no  conception  of  any 
deficiency,  that  he  considered  his  property  amply  sufficient  to  answer 
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all  the  purposes  of  his  will.     On  the  whole,  therefore.  I  think  there  is 
not  sufficient  to  exclude  her  from  dower  as  to  the  rest  of  the  estate. 

Note.  —The  dictum  in  this  case,  that  acceptance  of  a  .  in  lien  of  dower 

is  a  legal  bar  to  a  writ  of  dower,  was  followed  in   Kennedy   v.  Mills,  13   Wend.  553 
(1835),  and  Davison  v.  tinmen. 

The  presumption  that  a  legacy  to  a  wife  is  in  addition  to,  and  not  in  lieu  of  dower, 
has  been  generally  reversed  in  the  several   United 
Amer.  Stat.  Law,  §  3244. 

On  the  common  law  doctrine  see  2  Scrib.  Dow.  c.  16,  and  on  the  right  under  the 
various  Statutes  to  claim  dower  on  land  conveyed  by  the  husband  in  his  lifetim 
withstanding  acceptance  of  a  legacy,  Bee  Id.  adfinem. 

On  election  by  an  insane  widow,  see    Van   Steemcyck  v.   Washburn,  S'j   W 
(1844). 

A  legacy  given  in  lieu  of  dower  has  pi  over  other  legacies.     /  tvenhill  v. 

her,  Ambl.  244  (1754)  ;   Towle  v.  6  Mass.  101    |    - 

Interest  of  Widow  before  Assignment.     She  has  no  freehold,  she 
enter,  and  she  has  no  interest  which  can  be  assigned  at  law  or  taken  in  execution  ;  but 
in  equity  her  interest  can  be  assigned  or  taken  fur  her  debts.     See  2  Scrib.  1  kra 

After  assignment  the  widow  is  regarded  as  m  by  her  husband,  tinning 

his  seisin,  and  not  as  taking  her  seisin  from  the  heir  ;  therefore  a  dii 
into  the  land  whi<  h  had  been  assigned  as  dower  to  the  widow  of  the  disseisor,  n 
before  assignment  he  could  not  have  entered,  but  would  have  been  put  to  hifl 
inasmuch  as  the  descent  had  tolled  the  entry.      Lit.  §  898.      In  like  manner,  if  the  heir 
died  during  tie-  lifetime  of  the  widow,  then  upon  the  widow's  death  the  land  which 
had  been  assigned  to  her  went,  not  to  his  heir,   but    to  the  person  who  was   then  the 
heir  of  the  husband  ;  that  is,  although  b  anient  the  heir  be  seised  in  fee,  yet 

after  the  assignment  he  has  not  even  a  Bo  on  assigning  'lower  the 

heir  cannot  limit  a  remainder  at  the  s.unc  time.     The  widow,  however,  holds  ol  the 

heir.     See  2  Scrib.  Dow.  c.  30. 

Alter  assignment  the  widow  is  entitled,  against  her  husband's  executor,  to  em- 
blements, and  yet  on  her  death  her  executor  i>  entitled  u>  emblements  against  the  heir. 
This  latter  right  was  continued  by  the  St.  of  oferton  (1285),  c.  'J.  B 
In  other  respects  her  rights  and  duties  are  like  those  of  any  other  tenant  for  life.  It 
has  been  doubted,  however,  whether  a  widow  can  enter  i"t  breach  "i  i  condition  in  a 
le  by  her  husband,  but  it  would  seem  that  the  St.  ol  88  Hi  a.  VIII, 
hould  be  construe!  include  her.     See  l   Eloper,  Ha  b.  and  W.  (2ded.) 

425,  i 

inment.      The   widow  is  entitled   to  have  ■  thud   of  her  ho 
d  to  her  where  tl  ad  dower  so  assigned  i-  said  to  I 

according  to  common  right.     Such  assignment  may  be  i 

.  and  may  l»-  mad-  by  any  tenant  of  the  freehold,  although  he  be  in  bj  i 

if  it   be   made   to   the    widow    really  entitled.      A    widow   to   whom    land 

I,  if  evicted  by  ;i  title  paramount  to  hi  laim  to  h 

The  willow,  if  of  full  age,  can  agree  with  the  heir  tl 
to  her  in  some  other  mode  ;  •.  ■/.,  i  moii  "•  or  ■  Quartet  n 
called  an  assignment  against  common  right. 

in,  or,  lik.-   a  rent,  art 
which  the  widow  i.  do-. 

•  lished  from  a  coi  : 

the  widow,  it  binds  her,  i 

•  hind  the  true  |, 

by  an  heir  while  an  Lnl 
If  a  widow  takes  her  dowi  i 
paramount  I  not  entitli  I  ;,l  "ot 

prevent  her  from  claiming  n  I  n  one  thud  of  the  kind  from  wl 

been  evicted,  u  b  moo  law  In 
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Bsmkdibs,     A         iwn  law  the  remedy  waa  by  a  writ  of  dower  wide  nihil  hdbet, 

or  :i  wnt  of  right  of  dower  ;  kith  were  real  actions:  the  for r  waa  used  when  no 

dower  had  been  assigned,  and  the  latter  when  part  had  been  already  assigned. 

Th<  remedy  in  equity  took  the  place  of  the  common  law  action  in  most  eases  in 
England.    The  jurisdiction  in  equity  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  right  to  an  account 

between  persona  together  interested  in  land. 

In  the  United  states  the  remedies  to  recover  dower  are  regulated  by  Statute. 

In  determining  the  value  of  land  for  the  purpose  of  assigning  or  estimating  dower,  — 

A.  he  heir  or  devisee,  the  value  is  taken  as  of  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment, i.  «.,  the  heir  is  not  allowed  for  his  improvements.     Co.  Lit.  32  a.     Larrowe  v. 

.  10  Ohio.  498,  507  (18-41).     See  2  Scrib.  Dow.  (2d  ed.)  595-598. 

B.  .  ,< ,  <■  .'  the  husband's  alienee  the  same  rule  prevails  in  England,  Doc  d. 
Riddell  v.  Orinnell,  1  Q.  B.  082  (1841).  But  in  the  United  States  the  widow  is  not 
allowed  to  benefit   from   improvements   made  by  her  husband's  alienee,  Powell  v. 

Manufacturing  Co.,  3  Mason,  347  (1824)  ;  she  is,  however,  usually  allowed  to 
benefit  from  the  increase  of  value  caused  by  extrinsic  circumstances,  Thompson  v. 
Morrow,  5  S.  &  R.  289  (1819).  But  see  cases  contra  collected  2  Scrib.  Dow.  (2d  ed.) 
628-634.  As  to  deterioration  while  in  the  hands  of  the  husband's  alienee,  see  Id. 
634-636. 

When  property  is  indivisible,  the  widow  is  dowableof  the  rents  and  profits  ;  and 
sometimes  by  Statute,  and  often  by  agreement,  a  money  payment  is  made  to  the  widow 
in  lieu  of  dower. 

The  effect  of  divorce  on  dower  is  largely  regulated  by  statute.  See  Tiffany,  Real 
Prop.,  §  194 ;    Van  Cleafv.  Burns,  133  N.  Y.  540  (1892). 

As  to  jointures,  see  1  Tiffany,  §  193.    As  to  homestead  rights,  see  Id.  §§  213-216. 
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